[No. 11] 


SUBCOMMITTEE HEARINGS ON MISCELLANEOUS ACQUISITION 
AND DISPOSAL REAL ESTATE PROJECTS 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 

CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACQUISITIONS AND DISPOSALS, 

Washington, D. C., Thursday, April 16, 1958. 

(The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Paul Cunning- 
ham, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding. ) 

Mr. Cunninauam. The subcommittee will be in order. 

Mr. Kelleher, I understand we have approximately 16 projects, 
more or less, today for the committee to go over and make its 
recommendations about. 

When we have completed that, at about 11:35, I would like to 
tive the subcommittee vo into executive session for final determi- 

on the Convair project. 

MrvKertéuer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ahi You may proceed, Mr. Kelleher. 


GMicke sHER. Mr. Chairman, the first project is Army disposal 
No. Q. 

> (Tee pr@gpet referred to is as follows:) 

Z = < DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 


Submitted by Office, Chief of Engineers, real estate 
DisposaL No. 6 


Submitted pursuant to the act of Congress approved September 28, 1951 
(65 Stat. 365) 


Name of installation: Cleveland Tank Plant (formerly Schlegel Air Force Plant), 

Cleveland, Ohio 
Using service: Ordnance Department 
Use: Part of site of Cleveland Tank Plant 
Interest to be disposed of: Fee title 
Area: 92 acres 
Estimated original cost: $96,252 
Method of disposal: Report to General Services Administration 

1. This project involves the proposed disposal of a parcel of land, 92 acres in 
area, in the northeastern part of the site for the Cleveland Tank Plant, Ohio, 
including airport runway thereon, which is excess to the needs and discharge of 
responsibilities of the Department of Defense. 

2. In June 1942 the United States acquired by lease the use of that portion of 
the Cleveland Municipal Airport required for the construction and use of two new 
runways. At the same time the fee title to a tract of 408.04 acres, contiguous 
with the south side of the airport, was acquired at a total cost of $318,481 as a site 
on which to construct Aircraft Assembly Plant No. 7. During the construction 
of this plant one of the new runways on the leased property was extended 2,400 
feet onto that portion of the assembly plant site identified in paragraph 1 above 
and was connected to the plant by taxiway and concrete apron. 

3. The use of the aircraft assembly plant for bomber assembly purposes was 
discontinued in 1947. Thereafter the plant was held in standby status and por- 
tions of the plant were used for Organized Reserves training and other space was 
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used for storage. On September 30, 1950 the entire installation, embracing the 
assembly plant and the 92 acres used in conjunction with the leased areas of the 
Cleveland Municipal Airport, was transferred by the Secretary of the Air Force 
to the Department of the Army, Since the transfer of the assembly plant it has 
been known as the Cleveland Tank Plant and used by the Ordnance Corps for the 
manufacture of tanks. However, the 92 acres involved in this project are not 
required for use in connection with the plant. 

4, The Department of the Air Force has determined that its installation on the 
Cleveland Municipal Airport is excess to the need of the Department of Defense 
and action will be taken shortly to report its leasehold interest and the Govern- 
ment-owned runways constructed thereon to the General Services Administration 
as excess property. The lease will expire on October 27, 1952. 

5. If this disposal project is approved and no future requirement for the prop- 
erty by any Federal agency is found by the General Services Administration it is 
understood that the 92 acres and improvements thereon will be conveyed to the 
city of Cleveland as surplus airport property concurrently with the termination 
of the leasehold interest in the portion of the Cleveland Municipal Airport and 
disposal of improvements thereon. Each action will, in accordance with the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, embrace provisions 
for the right of use by the Federal Govern nent in the event of future need therefor. 

6. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for the disposition 
herein outlined be given. 

Mr. Ke.uener. This project involves the disposal of 92 acres of 
land on which are located 2,400 feet of runway at the Cleveland Tank 
Plant in Ohio. The Cleveland Tank Plant was formerly the Schlegel 
Air Force Plant at Cleveland. In 1942 the United States leased a 
portion of the Cleveland Municipal Airport and constructed two 
runways. 

At the same time, 408 acres contiguous to the airport were acquired 
in fee. This latter acreage was for the construction of Aircraft 
Assembly Plant No. 7. During the construction of the plant, one of 
the new runways on the leased property was extended 2,400 feet onto 
the fee-owned property. 

In September 1950, the assembly plant, and the 92 acres which are 
the subject of this disposal project, were transferred from the Air 
Force to the Army. The 92 acres, with the 2,400 feet of runway, have 
never been used in connection with the plant and there is no foresee- 
able need for their use. 

The Air Force has or will report its leasehold interest in the munici- 
pal airport to the General Services Administration. 

This Air Force disposal will involve 3,600 feet of runway, the other 
2,400 feet of which is the subject of this Army disposal project. 

GSA will convey the 92 acres to the city of Cleveland as surplus 
airport property under existing law. 

In accordance with existing law, there will be reserved to the military 
departments nonexclusive use of the runways without charge, up to 
20 percent of the normal volume of the airport and recapture of 
exclusive use in the event of an emergency. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Then the amount involved in this is 

Mr. Kewtiener. This is 92 acres of land on which there are 2,400 
feet of runway. It is useless the way that it is, of course. As I 
understand it, it is actually used by the city of Cleveland and it is 
entirely reasonable that they have title to it. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. Then our negotiations would be with the city 
of Cleveland? 

Mr. Keviener. Yes; actually it would be GSA of course that would 
do that. 
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Mr. CunninaHam. The approximate value, or the price per acre 
they would be paying for that, would be a little in excess of $150, 
would it not? 

Mr. Ketiener. No. Under Public Law 289, which is the law 
under which this property would be disposed of, the city will get it 
free as airport property. If it were nonairport property, they would 
have to pay for it. 

But they will get this free, as has been the case all over the country, 
with respect to airports that are now municipal airports. And it is 
recapturable in time of emergency by the Government. 

It has a certain advantage in that the airport then is all ready at a 
time of mobilization. That is done, of course, without expense to the 
military departments. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, let me ask this question. 

Mr. Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. As I understand it, the—is the 92 acres the total 
amount of the airport? 

Mr. No. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. What is the name of this airfield? 

Mr. Kewtiener. It is now called the Cleveland Tank Plant. It 
was the Schlegel Air Force Plant. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. There is 92 acres that the Government 
doesn’t need and doesn’t see where in the future it could have any 
use for it. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. And they propose to declare it surplus and turn it 
over to GSA and GSA in turn will give it to the city of Cleveland. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. With a recapture clause in case of national emergency 
we can take it back? 

Mr. Ketiener. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, Mr. Chairman, it has been the policy in the 
past to go along with all these kinds of situations. 

Mr. Keviener. Yes, it has. 

Mr. Vinson. There is no need for it to sit out there and remain 
idle. The city of Cleveland can use it. I see no objection to letting 
the city of Cleveland go ahead and use it. And we can take it back 
in case of national emergency. 

Mr. Keviener. That is correct, sir, 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Any questions? 

Mr. Fisorer. No questions. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Without objection, it will be approved. 

Will vou read the next one, Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. Ke.__tener. Yes. We now have the Navy up. I don’t see 
the Navy witnesses here. 

But this particular project is one that has been before the ecom- 
mittee before. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGHam. Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. Have you sent a copy for each of the members? 

Mr. CunniINnGHAM. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Vinson. Can we have a copy of them as you read them, so we 
can get a closer understanding of each one? 
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Mr. CunnitncHam. Pardon me a moment. Let the record show 
that, without objection, we recommend approval to the main com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. Give us copies of each one of these things so 
we can read it. 

Mr. Kewiener. I believe we have only one in each ease. If I 
may give you this one. You see, they have all gone to the members 
now. 

Mr. Vinson. This is off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Kevviener. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest in each instance a 
= of the project be made part of the record at the appropriate 
place. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. That will be done. 

Mr. Keviener. The next project is Navy Acquisition Project No. 
70R. This project involves the acquisition of 155 acres for $35,750. 

(The information referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
Submitted by Bureau of Yards and Docks, Real Estate Branch 


RESUBMISSION OF EXPANDED ACQUISITION Prosect No. 70R 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md. 
Use: Site for Housing Project. 

Area: 154.75 [151.813]. 

Authorization act (Public Law 155, 82d Cong.). 

Estimated cost: $35,750.00 [29,700]. 

Appropriation act (Public Law 254, 82d Cong.). 

1. Public Law 211, 81st Congress, as amended by Public Law 498, 81st Congress, 
was enacted to provide rental housing for military and civilian personnel on or 
near military installations. Section 505 of Public Law 155, 82d Congress, author- 
izes military departments to acquire sites for title VIII housing projects. 

2. The Secretary of the Navy has approved the construction of title VIII 
housing consisting of 1,249 housing units (226 for officers and 1,023 for enlisted 
men) to serve the Naval Training Center, Bainbridge, Md. The Department of 
the Navy contemplates acquisition of the site for this project [as well as such off- 
site easements as may be necessary to provide for utility, water, and sewage 
services]. Funds are available for the acquisition under Public Law 254, 82d 
Congress. 

3. The site selected for this development consists of six parcels of land adjacent 
to the naval training center. The site is well located with respect to the naval 
activities to be served. Plans and specifications have been prepared and approved 
for the entire housing project. It has been decided to award contracts for the 
development of only 740 units at this time. This development will be financed, 
managed, and operated as a private venture under a leasing agreement with the 
Department of the Navy. Options to purchase the property, at a total cost of 
$29,700, have been negotiated with the 6 ostensible owners. Purchase prices are 
comparable with a fair market value appraisal obtained on the site. One farm 
family will be dispossessed by the acquisition. There are no complications with 
respect to the relocation of roads or utilities. 

4. It is respectfully requested that the approval of the committee be given for 
the acquisition herein outlined. 


Mr. Ketiener. This land is required for the construction of 
Wherry housing at the Naval Traiing Center, Bainbridge, Md. 
This committee previously approved the acquisition of 152 acres for 
$29,700. Subsequently it was discovered that the proposed acqui- 
sition would leave an area of land between the naval installation and 
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the Wherry housing project. Good business and proper administra- 
tion dictated the acquisition of this additional 3 acres in order that 
they might not be used for some purposes contrary to the interests of 
the naval installation. 

So in this case, then, it is an increase of 3 acres and an increase of 
$6,000 in the project as previously approved. 

Mr. CunninGHAm. Mr. Kelleher, that is $2,000 or better per acre. 

Mr. Ke.iener. It is improved property, I might point out, Mr. 
Chairman. I believe there are three families living on there now, in 
houses that are not of an expensive type but do provide living quarters 
to those families. 

Mr. Cunnrncuam. That is what I wanted the record to show. In 
addition to the Government acquiring the 3 acres of ground, or the 
Air Force, for $6,000, they will also acquire the ownership of buildings 
on the ground. 

Mr. Keviener. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And in your opinion is $6,000 out of line for 
this? 

Mr. Ketiener. It appears very reasonable, as a matter of fact. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask him this question? 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Sure. 

Mr. Vinson. Then to get the whole picture, as I understand it from 
the reading of it, at Bainbridge, Md., they propose to build some 
Wherry houses? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. We have already authorized and approved the acquisi- 
tion of 155 acres for $35,000? 

Mr. Ketiener. Actually, 152 for $29,700, Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. This is to bring it up, 3 additional acres? 

Mr. Keviener. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand, Mr. Chairman, that you can get 
3 acres and 3 buildings, even if they are shacks, for $6,000? 

Mr. Ketiener. That is correct, sir. 

I am not absolutely certain that there are three buildings. Three 
families, however, do live on there. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. They may live in one building. 

Mr. Vinson. It is the homes of these people and 3 acres and we 
must visualize—— 

Mr. Harpy. The question I am raising, Mr. Chairman, is what 
kind of a building are you going to get for $6,000 with 3 acres of 
improved land? 

I am wondering whether or not the appraisal is realistic. 

Mr. Vinson. We are going to put Wherry houses on the 3 acres 
anyhow and we will probably abandon those 3 houses. 

Mr. Ketiener. Actually not, Mr. Vinson. As the project is de- 
scribed to me, it is an area that won’t be improved at this time but 
lies between the area where the Wherry houses will be and the naval 
installation. 

Isn’t that correct, Willis? 

Mr. Dupiry. That is correct. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Will there be any rental coming to the armed 
services or the Government from this building or buildings that are 
on there for a period of time? Will there be any income, or any 
rental? 
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Mr. Ketiener. Mr. Dudley, perhaps, can answer that, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Duptey. We are proposing, and that is one of the reasons, 
Mr. Hardy, for the rather low price on these buildings, to permit the 
present owner-occupants—I use both words there, advisedly, to 
remain in for their lifetime. The objective in obtaining these houses 
is that it is in a very narrow strip between the main naval station 
and the Wherry housing project and we don’t want to run the risk 
of having at some future date some obnoxious quarters move in there 
because the zoning in the county is not thorough. 

Mr. Harpy. The real question that is involved there, then, is 
whether or not you have a firm price of $6,000 or whether before you 
get through negotiating this thing may go to $20,000. 

Mr. Duprey. No, sir, we do not have the firm price of $6,000. 
It is an estimate. 

We wouldn’t negotiate with them until we had obtained the approval 
of the committee to go ahead with that. 

Mr. Harpy. Do you believe—— 

Mr. Dupuey. But if it were to run more than a very, very small 
percentage higher than the figure, we would consider it desirable to 
resubmit it to the committee. 

Mr. Harpy. You really believe that you are going to be able to 
get these three housing units and title to the land for the consideration 
of $6,000, approximately? 

Mr. Dup ey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the project be favorably 
recommended to the full committee. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Without objection, it will be so ordered. 
Will you proceed to the next one, Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. Ketiener. The next project, Mr. Chairman, is Navy acquisi- 
tion project No. 78. 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 


Submitted by Bureay of Yards and Docks real estate branch 


Prosect No. 78 


Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: San Diego aqueduct, San Diego, Calif. 
Use: To provide water from the Colorado River for use in the San Diego Area. 
Area: Approximately 26 miles of right-of-way of varying width having a total 
area of approximately 175 acres. 
Authorization act: Public Law 171, 82d Congress approved October 11, 1951. 
Estimated Cost: $40,000. 
Appropriation act: Public Law 254, 82d Congress approved November 1, 1951. 
1. Public Law 171, 82d Congress authorized such enlargement of the existing 
aqueduct, extending from the West end of the San Jacinto tunnel of the Metro- 
politan Water District of Southern California to the San Vincento Reservoir in 
San Diego County, Calif., as may be necessary to increase its rated capacity from 
85 cubic feet per second or the construction of a new aqueduct having a rated 
eapacity of not less than 80 cubic feet per second. Public Law 254, 82d Congress 
appropriated $18 million for this construction including the acquisition of the 
necessary land and rights pertaining thereto. 
2. Approximately 20 miles, of the total length of 71.9 miles of the first aqueduct, 
were constructed to handle the total capacity to be provided by the enlargement 
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or new construction. Therefore, the new aqueduct will be constructed for a 
distance of about 50 miles. Of this distance, approximately 23.8 miles of the new 
aqueduct will be constructed on the right-of-way acquired for the original aque- 
duct. However, new construction necessitates a wider right-of-way in places 
and additional contiguous strips varying in width from 25 to 200 feet, totaling 
26.7 miles will be required. 

3. The Navy Department proposes to acquire a permanent interest in the 26.7 
miles of additional right-of-way for the new construction from private ownerships 
with the exception of 0.5 miles over public domain lands and 0.2 miles located in 
roadways. This proposed new right-of-way consists of approximately 250 parcels, 
with an area of about 175 acres, having an estimated value of $40, 000 including 
the cost of appraisal, title evidence and temporary licenses for construction pur- 
poses over a distance of 10.6 miles. 

4. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for the acquisition 
herein outlined be given. 

Mr. KeLuLEenER. This project involves the acquisition of approxi- 
mately 26 miles of right-of-way of varying widths and totaling 
approximately 175 acres for enlargement of the aqueduct from the 
west end of the San Jacinto tunnel of the Metropolitan Water District 
of Southern California to the San Vincento Reservoir in San Diego 
County. The cost is estimated to be $40,000. This construction 
was authorized by Public Law 171, 82d Congress. 

Public Law 254 of the 82d appropriated $18 million for this con- 
struction including the acquisition of land and right-of-way. The 
total length of the first aqueduct is 72 miles. Approximately 20 
miles of this 72 were constructed to handle the total capacity, 165 
cubic feet of water per second. The new aqueduct, therefore, will 
be constructed for about 50 miles. Of this 50 miles approximately 
24 miles of the new aqueduct will be constructed on the right-of-way 
acquired for the original aqueduct. 

However, new construction necessitates a wider right-of-way in 
places and additional contiguous strips varying from 25 to 200 feet 
in width for approximately 26.7 miles. It is this additional property 
which is the subject of this project. There are approximately 250 
parcels involved. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Does the service need this for water purpose 
for the personnel? 

Mr. Kewtuener. Yes. This is the second barrel that has been 
discussed before this committee so many times. Its function is to 
bring water through the Metropolitan Water District facilities from 
the Colorado River to— 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Are there any improvements on the land? 

Mr. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Is this the aqueduct that leads into San Diego from 
which Camp Pendleton gets its water? 

Mr. Keviener. Well, it is the aqueduct that you are thinking of, 
but I don’t believe Pendleton gets any water from it. 

Mr. Vinson. I know. 

Mr. Kevuiener. They could, conceivably. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. If this Fallbrook proposition goes 
through, why Pendleton might have to get water out of this aqueduct. 

Mr. KELLEHER. Right, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the subcommittee recommend 
to the full committee the acquisition of this property. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. If there are no questions or objections, it will 
be approved. 
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Proceed with the next one. 

Mr. Duptey. May I clarify one point there, Mr. Vinson, off the 
record? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Harpy. Do I understand Pendleton will not get any water 
from this project? 

Mr. Duptery. There is no provision of any water to Pendleton from 
this project, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Keviener. It is a little too expensive, $40 a foot. 

Mr. Harpy. Pendleton was having a little difficulty in getting 
water, as I recall it. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Harpy. I was a little disturbed when I was over at Pendleton 
last year, Mr. Chairman, on this water question, when the command- 
ing officer over there was talking about trying to reclaim water from 
the outflow of the sewage disposal. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. That is the reason this committee 
must look into cautiously of acquisition of any further land in Cali- 
fornia, because water is such a problem. Just think about it. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. If there is no objection 

Mr. Vinson. Use water that had formerly been used for sewerage. 

Mr. CunninGcHaM. If there are no objections, the subcommittee 
will favorably report it to the main committee. 

N Mr. Ketueser. The next project is ‘“Navy acquisition project 
No. 18.” 
(The project is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAvy 


Submitted by Bureau of Yards and Docks, Real-Estate Branch 


Prosgct No. 81 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: Harbor-defense facilities, San Diego, Calif. 

Use: To provide cable facilities in the San Diego area for naval facilities and for 
use by Naval Electronics Laboratory. 

Area: 36.69 acres. 

Estimated cost: Without exchange of funds. 


1. The Department of the Army has declared the former harbor-defense 
facilities in the San Diego area surplus to its needs, and the Navy Department 
proposes that these facilities be transferred to its jurisdiction. 

2. These surplus facilities consist of approximately 19.51 miles of cableline, 
which extend from the southerly boundary of the State of California to Fort 
Rosecrans, San Diego, and include two improved parcels of land with a total area 
of 30.31 acres. One parcel, which is located on the Mexican border, contains 
approximately 22.40 acres with an estimated value of $245 and has improvements 
located thereon with an estimated value of $28,140. The second parcel of 7,91 
acres is located on Silver Strand adjacent to the Naval Amphibious Base. This 
parcel has a value of $395 and has improvements located thereon with an estimated 
value of $12,298. The cable facilities to be transferred have an estimated value 
of $100,000. 

3. A portion of the cable right-of-way is covered by permanent easements 
heretofore acquired by the United States of America, and the balance thereof is 
covered by various temporary permits and licenses granted by municipal agencies 
and other landowners. Some of these latter interests have expired by their own 
terms and will require renegotiation by this Department for the continuance of 
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these temporary rights-of-way in order to protect the Government’s interest in the 
cable facilities pending the procurement of legislative authority and the appropri- 
ation of funds to permit the purchase of permanent easements for these portions . 
of the right-of-way at an estimated cost of $3,000. _- 

4. The Navy Department has an urgent need for the surplus cable facilities in a 
connection with the operations of the Harbor Defense Unit, San Diego, the Navy 
Electronics Laboratory, the Fort Emory area, Naval Radio Station, Imperial 
Beach, and operations at Border Field by the Electronics Laboratory. This 
cable system, as it exists, will serve advantageously the Navy’s operational and 
administrative requirements in that area, and its acquisition will eliminate the 
need for the construction of outside cable plants in certain areas and the leasing of 
many privately owned circuits. 

5. The 22.40-acre parcel of land located adjacent to the Mexican border and 
the improvements constructed thereon are required for use by the Border Field 
Station of the Navy Electronics Laboratory. The second parcel located on Silver 
Strand is required for and is presently in use by the Amphibious Training Base, 
Coronado. 

6. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for the acquisition 
herein outlined be given. 


Mr. Ketiener. This project involves the transfer from the Army 
to the Navy of certain harbor-defense facilities at San Diego, Calif. 
The Army has declared certain former harbor-defense facilities surplus 
to its needs, and the Navy has a requirement for them. The facilities 
consist of 20 miles of cableline which extend from the southerly 
boundary of the State of California to Fort Rosecrans, San Diego, and 
include two improved parcels of land with a total area of 30 acres. 
One parcel located on the Mexican Border has a value of $245 and 
has improvements on it with an estimated value of $28,000. The 
second parcel of 8 acres is adjacent to the Navy Amphibious Base. 
This is valued at $400, and its improvements at $12,000. 

The cable facilities have an estimated value of $100,000. The 
Navy Department states that it has an urgent need for the surplus 
cable facilities in connection with the operations of the Harbor 
Defense Unit, San Diego, the Navy Electronics Laboratory, the Fort 
Emery area, and other naval facilities in the vicinity. 

Its acquisition by the Navy will eliminate construction which 
would otherwise be necessary. 

This is merely a transfer from the Army to the Navy, without Soe 
exchange of funds. 

Mr. Harpy. I think that sounds like a good project to me. There 
is one thing I would like to know, though: whether or not the Navy 
has previously requested authorization for any construction or ac- 
quisition for which this is substituted? 

Mr. Ketitener. Do you know? 

Mr. Duprey. The answer to that I am positive is “No,” Mr. 
Hardy. 

If | were to find it to be otherwise, why I will communicate it. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, if you will find it otherwise, you would stop 
it—— 

Mr. Duptey. I am satisfied the answer is ‘‘No,”’ because this is 

part of the harbor-defense program. 


{ Mr. Vinson. If you found that the Navy had asked authority and 
| allocated money for the construction, in view of this transfer you would 
stop it? 


Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Vinson. All right. 
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Mr. Chairman, I recommend to the subcommittee that they act 
favorably on it. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Without objection, it will be approved. 

Mr. Ketitener. The next project is “Navy acquisition project 
No. 83.” 
(The project is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 
Submitted by Bureau of Yards and Docks, Real Estate Branch 
Acquisition Projecr No, 83 
Submitted pursuant to Publie Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: Hawkins Point terminal facilities, Baltimore, Md. 
Former use: Department of the Army activities. 

Area: 129.16 acres. 

Acquisition cost: $2,643,973. 


1. In 1942 the Department of the Army acquired 128.92 acres of land (127 acres 
in fee, 1.87 acres by perpetual easement and 0.05 acres by permit) at Thom’s 
Cove on the Patapsco River, within the city limits of Baltimore, Md., at a cost of 
$199,640. This property was acquired as a site for the development of an ammu- 
nition loading terminal. Improvements and betterments consisting of a loading 
pier, buildings, railroad trackage, roads, fencing, and utilities were constructed 
thereon by the Department of the Army at an additional cost of $2,444,333. An 
additional 0.24 acres of land was leased in 1944 as a site for a spur track to serve 
the installation. 

2. Subject property was placed in inactive status by the Department of the 
Army on October 1, 1945. Subsequently, the Department of the Navy used a 
portion of the pier for the purpose of berthing the battleship Texas and the Mari- 
time Administration used a portion of the pier for berthing the Army transport 
George Washington. In January 1951, the 90- by 1,200-foot loading pier and the 
Army transport George Washington were destroyed by fire. The entire installa- 
tion was classified as excess to Department of the Army requirements on Novem- 
ber 30, 1951. 

3. The Secretary of the Navy has approved the acquisition of the subject 
roperty by transfer from the Department of the Army to the Department of the 
vavy, without exchange of funds. The property is not required at this time for 

naval purposes. However, there is a definite requirement for a site for the con- 
struction of a 5,000-ton capacity naval magazine in the vicinity of the installation 
and for use of the terminal facilities in the event of mobilization. 

4. The improvements remaining on the installation, consisting of 28 buildings, 
approximately 18,000 lineal feet of railroad trackage, 8,456 feet of chain-link 
fencing, electrical distribution systems and roads, are deteriorated and in poor 
condition. Substantial expenditures of public funds would be necessary to re- 
habilitate the property. he major portion of this property was acquired from 
the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. It has been determined that the railroad 
company is interested in reacquiring the property for the construction of addi- 
tional facilities to supplement existing facilities for handling heavy cargo in the 
port of Baltimore. As an alternate procedure, the railroad company will develop 
these facilities under a long term lease and is agreeable to the recapture of the prop- 
erty in the event of need for naval purposes. The railroad company owns several 
hundred acres of land adjacent to the subject property and will include a provision 
in the lease agreement that a suitable site for the construction of a 5,000-ton 
capacity naval magazine will be made available to the Department of the Navy, at 
fair market rental value, at any time that a site is required for that purpose. 

5. The outleasing of the property is considered in the best interests of national 
defense. This action will permit the development of pier faacilities, essential in 
the event of mobilization, at no cost to the Government and will further insure the 
immediate availability of adequate lands for the construction of a naval magazine 
when required. This property has great potential value for terminal facilities. 
Accordingly, a substantial rental return to the Government can be anticipated 
while the property is not required for military purposes. In addition, some bene- 
fit will inure to the city of Baltimore and the State of Maryland from taxes 
assessed against the leasehold interest of the railroad company. 


6. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee be given for the 
transfer of the property to the Department of the Navy and for the outleasing 
thereof to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Co. under appropriate lease agreement. 

Mr. Ketuiener. This project involves the transfer from the Army 
to the Navy of the Hawkins Point terminal facilities, Baltimore, Md. 
The area involved is 129 acres and the real estate and improvements 
constructed by the Government total $2,644,000. 

The site was acquired and developed by the Army as an ammuni- 
tion loading terminal. The improvements include a loading pier, 
buildings, railroad trackage, roads, and utilities. The Army placed 
this property in an inactive status in 1945. 

Subsequently, the Navy used it to berth the battleship Teras and 
the Maritime Administration berthed the Army transport George 
Washington there. In January 1951, the pier and the transport were 
destroyed by fire. 

On November 30, 1951, the entire installation was classified as 
excess by the Army. No exchange of funds is involved in this transfer 
and it is pointed out that the property is not needed by the Navy at 
this time. The Navy does, however, have a definite requirement for 
a site for a 5,000-ton naval magazine in this vicinity and would have 
need for the terminal facilities in the event of mobilization. 

The Baltimore & Ohio Railroad, from whom a major portion of 
this property was acquired, desires to reacquire the property for the 
construction of additional facilities for handling heavy cargo in the 
port of Baltimore. 

As an alternative the B. & O. will develop these facilities under 
long-term lease and is agreeable to recapture of the property when 
needed for naval purposes. ‘ 

The B. & O. owns considerable land adjacent to this property 
and will include a provision in the lease that a suitable site for a naval 
magazine will be made available to the Navy at fair rental at any time. 

The Navy believes that outleasing this property is beneficial to the 
United States since it will permit a development of pier facilities 
essential in the event of mobilization, at no cost to the Government, 
and will insure its site for the naval magazine when required. 

A substantial rental should accrue to the Government while it is 
not needed for military purposes. It also would be beneficial to the 
city of Baltimore and the State of Maryland. 

The project requests the approval of the committee for the transfer 
of the property from the Army to the Navy and the subsequent 
outleasing to the Baltimore & Ohio Railroad. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Without objection, it will be favorably recom- 
mended. 

Mr. Ketiener. The next project is Navy Disposal No. 14. 

(The project is as follows: ) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 
Submitted by Bureau of Yards and Docks 
Disposat No. 14 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard, Tampa, Fla. 
Former use: Construction and repair of naval vessels. 

Construction cost: $7,204,446. 

Consideration: Multiple tenancy leasing at best rental available. 

1. Under Disposal No. 4, the Senate and House Armed Services Committees 
on June 16, 1952, and June 17, 1952, respectively, approved the leasing of the 
Naval Industrial Reserve Shipyard, Tampa, Fla., to Thrust Inc., in accordance 
with Publie Law 364, 80th Congress. However, due to the failure of Thrust Inc., 
to furnish a satisfactory performance bond, the offer to lease the shipyard was 
withdrawn by the Department. Since no other acceptable proposal was received 
for leasing the property as a unit, the Department determined, in order to preserve 
and maintain the property, to lease it to private enterprise on a multiple tenancy 
basis for such purposes as will not impair its potential as a shipbuilding and ship 
repair yard. 

2. The facilities, which were provided by the Department of the Navy during 
World War II under contracts NObs-18 and NObs—56 with Tampa Shipbuilding 
Co., Tampa, Fla., for construction and repair of naval vessels, consisted of water- 
front improvements, buildings, shipbuilding ways, piers, machine tools, and 
equipment, and utilities and services, at a cost of $7,204,446 of which, facilities 
costing $823,065 have been removed. The facilities under NObs-18 were installed 
on 53 acres of land owned by the contractor and were intermingled with the 
contractor-owned facilities. The Government purchased the contractor’s interest 
on December 31, 1951, for $300,000. The facilities under NObs—56 were installed 
on 7.25 acres of land leased from the Tampa Electric Co. This lease has been 
assigned to the Government and runs to 1956 at an annual rental of $5,000. The 
facilities have remained idle since February 1949 and have been maintained at 
Government expense at an average approximate cost of $80,000 per annum. 

3. The Department now proposes to lease a portion of the shipyard to the 
Intercontinental Shipping Corp., of Tampa, Fla., on terms and conditions which 
will insure the readiness of the leased property for its intended purpose. The 
principal terms of the proposed lease are: 

(a) Leased property: 2 outfitting wharves, 1 shop building, 1 warehouse 
building, 1 toilet building, together with adjacent land thereto, and miscel- 
laneous equipment and rail facilities. The approximate cost of these facili- 
ties is $525,000. 

(6) Term: 3 years with options to renew for 3 additional 3-year periods 
upon mutually agreeable terms. 

(c) Use: Receiving and transshipping of bulk sulfur, potash, timber, 
ammonium sulfate, and canned citrus products, and for interim storage of 
small quantities of ammonium sulfate and potash, and related products. 

(d) Cash rent: An amount equal to the difference between $43,000 per 
annum and the approved amount expended under the direction of the 
Department by the lessee for capital repairs and replacements. 

(e) Maintenance: All maintenance without monetary limitation except 
capital repairs and replacements, these to be performed under the direction 
of the Department up to a maximum of $43,000 per annum, In the event 
directions in any 1 year do not aggregate $43,000 the difference between 
$43,000 and the amounts so expended constitute the cash rent. 

(f) Insurance: Lessee shall provide adequate insurance at own expense. 

(g) Termination: Termination by the Government without notice during 
any national emergency declared by the President or Congress; upon 60 
days’ notice whenever the Secretary of the Navy determines that national 
defense so requires; upon 90 days’ notice if property becomes surplus to the 
further needs of the Department; bankruptcy of lessee. 

(h) Performance bond: $100,000. 

(7) Other terms and conditions of the lease to provide the usual safeguards 
against impairment of the Government’s rights and interest. 

(4) It is respectfully requested that authority be granted to lease the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Shipyard, Tampa, Fla., on a multiple tenancy basis and to 
enter into a lease agreement with the Intercontinental Shipping Corp. for a portion 
of the yard on the terms and conditions outlined above. 
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Mr. Ketiever. This project contemplates the leasing to the Inter- 
continental Shipping Corporation, of Tampa, the Naval Industrial 
Reserve Shipyard at Tampa. The construction cost of the shipyard 
was $7,204,000. The lessee will maintain, at no cost to the Govern- 
ment, all of the facilities oc cupied by it which constitute approximately 
7 percent of the whole facility. 

In addition, lessee will pay $43,000 per annum in cash rent, except 
that where the Navy requires the lessee to make capital repairs and 
replacements as distinguished from ordinary maintenance. The cash 
rental will constitute the difference between the $43,000 and the 
amount of capital repairs and replacements in any 1 year. 

For example, if the Navy requires the lessee to make capital repairs 
in the amount of $20,000 in a given year, the lessee would pay only 
$23,000 in rent during that year. 

The lessee will insure the premises and will furnish a performance 
bond in the sum of $100,000. 

The lease may be canceled on 60 days’ notice when the national 
defense so requires. 

The Navy has been spending since 1949 on the average of $80,000 
a year in maintenance for the whole shipyard. Extensive advertising 
resulted in only one bid for this facility. That bid was rejected since 
the bidder could not furnish a proper bond. Intercontinental, the 
present proposed lessee, has indicated interest in leasing a portion of 
the facilities, and negotiations were entered into with that company 
resulting in the current leasing plan. 

It is also my understanding that the rest of the facility, some 93 
percent, will be leased to other individual lessees when the Navy is 
able to obtain interested parties. 

Mr. Duptry. And—— 

Mr. Vinson. Does that mean, Mr. Kelleher, and Mr. Chairman, 
that the objective of the Navy is to lease the entire shipyard? 

Mr. Kevuiener. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Just as soon as they can get the proper people with 
whom to negotiate the lease? 

Mr. Keviener. That is correct, Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. With the right to recapture in the event of 
emergency? 

Mr. Keviener. It will be occupied under a lease which is cancelable 
with 60 days notice. 

Mr. Cunninauam. In dollars and cents what advantage per year 
would that be? 

Mr. Keviener. Well, from its lease alone, there will be the total 
maintenance of 7 percent of the facility, plus $43,000 in rental. So 
I would say that at least—if no one else came into the facility, the 
Navy at this time would be halving their current expenditures on 
maintenance. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Which is now approximately $80,000? 

Mr. Duptey. A little bit over that. There will be about a $50,000 
saving, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Per year? 

Mr. Duptey. Yes. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is with this one lessee only. 

Mr. CunnineGHam. Without objection—— 

Mr. Harpy. I have a few questions. 
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Mr. CunninGuam. Pardon me. 

Mr. Harpy. There is considerable similarity in this proposition 
with the arrangement which the Navy had with the yard in Wil- 
mington, Del.? 

Mr. Dun ey. It is similar in this respect, Mr. Hardy. The Dravo 
Yard was put out on what we call, or what we chose to call, the multiple 
tenancy basis, because it has never been found possible to find one 
operator for the whole. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, you propose multiple tenancy here, don’t you, 
because this particular lessee will occupy only 7 percent of the space? 

ae Duptey. I say it is similar in that respect. I meant to say 
that. 
_ Mr. Harpy. Well, I will get right down to the thing that is bother- 
ing me about it. If I understand it, your $43,000 cash rental which is 
involved in this case is in addition to complete maintenance of the 
premises occupied by this lessee. 

Mr. Duptey. The portion occupied by the lessee, yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Let me interrupt, Mr. Hardy. 

If an expenditure of $30,000 a year for capital maintenance is 
required by the Navy, then that is deducted from the $43,000, as I 
understand it. 

Mr. Harpy. But not on the property 

Mr. Duptey. No, sir. There is one additional item there, Mr. 
Vinson. 

First of all, the lessee is responsible for all of his regular maintenance 
on his section. 

Now, when you get into long-term maintenance, the Navy will 
be able to direct under this proposal maintenance not only on his 
portion but on the whole of the yard. 

Mr. Harpy. The Navy can require him to perform maintenance 
on other buildings in the yard? 

Mr. Dup.ey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. And that would be capital maintenance, which 
would be treated as a credit against this $43,000? 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Duptey. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. But maintenance on the premises which he occupies 
will be in addition to the $43,000? 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Duptey. His normal day-to-day operating maintenance will 
be in addition. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, who is going to make a determination as to what 
maintenance he shall perform? 

Mr. Duprey. We will; it would have to be made by agreement 
between the leasee and the public works officer in charge. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, you have a question here of the obligated mainte- 
nance applying against the cash rental; is that right? 

Mr. Duptey. Do you mind repeating that? 

Mr. Harpy. I say you have a question here of the obligated 
maintenance which the Navy determines he shall perform being 
applied against cash rental. 

Mr. Dup.ey. This is over and above ordinary day-to-day operating 
maintenance. 
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Mr. Harpy. Well, you are familiar, Mr. Dudley, with what hap- 
pened up in Wilmington? 

Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You are familiar with the fact that nobody in the 
Navy Department apparently knew what was going on in the way of 
maintenance to those buildings? 

Mr. Dup.ey. We are hoping that that will not be the case in the 
future, Mr. Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. That is the thing that is bothering me about this. 
Now if you are going to have an operation that has any of the aspects, 
undesirable aspects, of that Wilmington situation, then I would hate 
to see any part of it. And I would rather see a strictly cash rental 
and let the Navy assume full responsibility for other maintenance. 
That is the thing that is bothering me about this. 

Mr. Dup.ey. Of course, you realize that when we go into cash 
rental, then that goes directly into miscellaneous receipts of the 
Treasury and we do not accomplish the objectives of Public Law 364. 

Mr. Harpy. It does net accomplish the objectives of Public Law 
364, but I am trying to look at the total overall recovery by the 
taxpayers on this thing, rather than putting the funds in a place 
where the Navy can use a lesser amount than otherwise can be 
derived. 

Mr. Duprey. Well, can I speak off the record for just one minute, 
Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Yes. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Harpy. I am perfectly willing to do that, but I don’t want to 
see a repetition of what went on up there. 

Mr. Duptey. I think we have learned our lesson on that. 

Mr. CunninGHaAM. Is it understood, then, you will have sufficient 
stipulations in the lease with the lessee to clarify it and insure that 
there is no misunderstanding as to the maintenance, and have it well 
understood exactly what the lessee is to do? 

Mr. Duprey. Mr. Chairman, we have tried and tried and we have 
never been able to find any way of absolutely having specifications 
that will conclusively determine all of these problems. 

Mr. CunninGcuHamM. No, but you can have a stipulation in the lease 
about maintenance? 

Mr. Duprey. Oh, yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. If you have a stipulation that the decision of the 
Public Works officer shall be final and conclusive and he says this 
will have to be done, it will have to be done. And at the same time 
having made an error up at Wilmington, and we all know about it, 
that caused you to be more careful in this matter than you were at 
Wilmington, is that correct? 

Mr. Harpy. That is just the point. Up there they didn’t now 
what was going on. They never had anybody check it and when they 
did check they only did it halfway. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. In connection with that, does the Navy have 
a standard form that it uses, standard printed form? 

Mr. Dup.ey. No, sir, not for this purpose. There has never been 
one devised that would meet all of the requirements. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Well, you have general forms in your files that 
you do consult and follow in the making of the lease agreements? 
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Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. Do you have some of those forms in general 
you could sumbit to this committee so we could have some idea of 
what kind of leases the Navy is entering into? 

Mr. Ketiener. I have some of those in the file. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. You have? 

Mr. Ke.uener. Yes, sir. There are certain standard provisions in 
all of these leases which can’t be varied and then some elasticity is 
allowed for somewhat unusual situations such as this. 

Mr. CunnincHam. The point I want to make is in dealing with 
real property everything depends upon the terms of the lease or 
conveyance. We should look into those as well as just a general 
statement on these projects. 

Mr. Harpy. May I ask one further question on this? 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Harpy. How is your security going to be handled down there? 

Mr. Dup.tey. Our security? Of the area itself? 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Duptey. It would only be through the security that the 
contractor provided, subject to periodic inspections. 

In other words, we do not propose to have an officer in charge of 
that small installation to be on the ground at all times. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Don’t you mean, Mr. Hardy, security for the 
performance of the lease by the leasee? 

Mr. Harpy. No, I wasn’t talking about that. Mr. Dudley knows 
what I was talking about because we went through it in Wilmington. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. All right. 

Mr. Harpy. How about the question of operating utilities and so 
forth in the yard in the event you get tenants for the other 93 per- 
cent of the space? 

Mr. Duptey. We hope that we are going to be able to find some 
overall leases and if we do this particular lease will be swallowed up 
in effect and merged with the overall lease. 

Mr. Harpy. Does a part of $80,000 annual cost now involve operat- 
ing certain utilities in connection with that base? 

r. Dupuey. Yes, sir; a part of it does. 

Mr. Harpy. So those utilities will have to be continued with respect 
to the entire plant and not just with respect to the 7 percent occupied 
by this lessee? I am thinking in terms 

Mr. Duprey. I don’t believe that I am in a position to answer that 
co fully at the moment. I will be very glad to supply it for the 
record. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, I don’t know that it is necessary. But you 
know the point that I am getting at. 

Mr. Duptey. I know exactly what you are getting at. 

Mr. Harpy. At Wilmington, you bad a number of different ten- 
ants and you have a contract to operate your power, your heat, your 
air that went into the shops and your gas that went into the shops. 
And they got together and just guessed at how much would be allo- 
cated to each one and how much would be allocated to the Navy. 

Mr. Duptey. Well, the reason that I am not in a position to answer 
that question at the moment is that I do know that all power comes 
from the public utility system at the present time. 

Mr. Harpy. But will there be metering of this lessee’s use? 
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Mr. Duprey. There would be the overall meter, but there would 
be an adjustment as to the 

Mr. Vinson. I think that question developed by Mr Hardy is 
very important. Because that is where a large portion of your 
$80,000 annual upkeep goes. 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, are we going to furnish the lessee the air, the 
electricity, the water, and all, without him being required to pay 
annually for those services? 

Now I think you should put in your contract that he shall pay a 
service charge for all those things while you are waiting to see if you 
can get someone to rent the whole premises. Otherwise, you give him 
all that. 

Mr. Duptey. There would be a provision and there is in all of these 
contracts a provision, Mr. Vinson, for any lessee paying his pro- 
portionate share. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, that is right. 

Mr. Duputey. Of course, Mr. Hardy’s question goes back to a 
somewhat broader phase there. 

Mr. Vinson. That is what Mr. Hardy’s question was. You see, 
your $80,000 to maintain this, a portion of it is for these facilities. 
Now you are leasing the buildings and the grounds, a certain small 
area of it, and they are all tied in with these facilities. Now when 
this lessee rents this plant and uses it and gets the benefit of these 

' facilities, you should be required to have meters put on, if it is feasible 
to do so—to buy from you and pay for that in addition to this other 
rent, because that is a service. 

Mr. Harpy. That is a part of the problem. And just to boil it 
down very quickly, I would hate to see you develop a system like you 
developed in Wilmington to handle this particular problem. 

Now, I hope that the Navy has straightened that thing out. 

But you are going to have to maintain some personnel down there 
to operate these overall facilities, unless this particular lessee is re- 
quired to operate them himself. 

Mr. Duptey. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. So you are not going to eliminate that portion of your 
$80,000 cost which is involved in operating these utilities. 

Now, is that done now by naval personnel or is it contracted? 

Mr. Duper. What you mean there is, if 1 understand your state- 
ment correctly, that we will have to expend some portion of this 
$80,000 in supplying the utilities to the section that is not leased by 
this particular contract. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, it all goes in one pot. You can’t separate out 
the utilities that are applicable to the 7 percent of the facilities 
occupied by this tenant from the rest of them to save your life. 

Mr. Duptey. It is not practical to separately meter them, that is 
correct. 

Mr. Harpy. That is correct? 

Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, in Wilmington, what you did: You fired all 
your employees and the Wilmington newspapers gave you pluperfect 

lazes for going out and contracting with somebody else, a private 
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contractor, to operate these utilities, and then guess at how much 
was chargeable against the tenants, including the Navy. 

If you are heading toward such a proposition as that, you are going 
to get into trouble again. I am interested in seeing this lessee and 
any other lessee that comes in there required to pay his reasonable 
proportion of the costs of operating these utilities. But I would hate 
to see the Navy finding itself in the position of having to contract with 
still another outsider to come in there and operate these utilities and 
to police the activity. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. Who is the lessee? 

Mr. Duprey. This lessee is Midcontinental 

Mr. Keuiever. Intercontinental Shipping Corp. 

Mr. Vinson. What is he going to use the facilities for? 

Mr. | believe-—— 

Mr. Duprey. They are using them for importation of raw materials 
also, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Dudley, let me get this straight. As I 
understand it, at the present time you are paying approximately 
$80,000 per year for maintenance and that includes taking care of 
the property and light, water, and so forth that is necessary to be 
used at the present time? 

Mr. Duptey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Now under this proposed lease that you will 
enter into, you expect to get a return to the Navy or to the Govern- 
ment of upward of $50,000 a year in rentals and so forth? 

Mr. Dupuey. Yes. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. But at the same time you are going to continue 
to furnish maintenance, light, water, heat, and so forth? 

Mr. Duptey. To the remainder of the area. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, to the part that you lease? 

Mr. Duprey. No, sir; not to the part that we lease. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. The lessee then furnished his own utilities? 

Mr. Duptey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Then you will have a provision in there that 
meters or some device will be set up whereby you will know what 
proportion of the utilities that are furnished by you are chargeable 
to the lessee? 

Mr. Duprey. I am afraid, Mr. Chairman, that I can’t say that that 
is absolutely correct. 

Mr. Harpy. You can’t do it? 

Mr. Cunninauam. Why can’t you draw a lease that will provide 
just that and nothing more? 

Mr. Duprey. We can draw a lease that will provide that he pays 
the portion of the utilities that he utilizes. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Well, there will have to be some way to deter- 
mine that. 

} Mr. Duptry. That we do. But Mr. Hardy is bringing out the 
act 


Mr. Cunnincuam. I am not going ton Mr. Hardy’s point. I have 
another point that I have in mind, namely that you are not going to 
have—— 
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Mr. Dup.ey. There would be that provision in the lease; Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. What I am afraid of is this: They go in there 
and start requiring a lot more in the way of maintenance and facilities 
and your $80,000 could be up to $100,000 or $150,000 and you would 
end up in the red instead of a profit, unless you are proper ly protected 
in the terms of your lease. 

Mr. Duptey. It would be our objective to utilize insofar as we could 
make it go the entire revenue from this particular lessee in the upkeep 
and maintenance of the plant. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Yes. But supposing as a result of the lessee 
being there the upkeep and the maintenance of the plant should 
increase to say $140,000 and then you get $50,000 from the lessee and 
you are $10,000 less off than you are now, per year, worse off. Now 
will there be any provision in the lease to protect against that very 
thing? And I think that is what Mr. Hardy is getting at. 

Mr. Harpy. That is part of it. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Yes. I think you should submit that lease to 
this committee. 

Mr. Duptey. We have no objection to submitting the lease. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Now, have you ever entered into negotiations 
to the extent that you know at the present time what the terms of the 
lease will be? 

Mr. Duprey. We have not actually executed a lease; no, sir. 

Mr. CunntncHam. Well, have you negotiated with the lessee 
enough that you know the terms of the lease? 

Mr. Dubey. We have conducted negotiations. We are not en- 
tirely satisfied with those negotiations at the moment. 

Mr. CunNnINGHAM. Well, now, in connection with that 

Mr. Duptey. We would not execute any lease until we were 
thoroughly satisfied, and I think I can safely state that the lease 
would not be executed unless we had taken care of the situation that 
Mr. Hardy has complained of. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Now, in connection with that, I would like to 
ask another question that applies not to this project but as I see it to 
every acquisition project you would enter into. When you decide 
that you want to acquire land for some new facility, do you go out and 
endeavor to secure options from the landowners prior to any advertis- 
ment or any knowledge on the part of the public that the Army or 
the Navy is going in there? 

What I am getting at is to prevent an upping in the market value as 
a result of what the Government is going to do, resulting in the 
Government having to pay more than it otherwise would. 

Mr. Duprey. That would be a very desirable thing, Mr. Chairman, 
but—— 

Mr. CunninGHam. Which is difficult to do? 

Mr. Duprey. But it is impossible for the reason that we have to 
come to the Congress beforehand for authorization and appropria- 
tion of the funds and they all know about it. 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. Just a moment. It is possible, however, to sign 
up the owners of the land, the property, with an option, which you 
don’t have to exercise, before coming to Congress. Now that you 
could do. 

Mr. Duptey. No, sir, I don’t think we could, for this reason. From 
the time that an authorization bill is originated in let’s say the Navy 
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Department —the same I think would be true of any of the other agen- 
cies—and can be put through Congress, there is a period of perhaps a 
year and a half to 2 years. We could not, without the expenditure of 
a very substantial sum of money, obtain an option for that period of 
time. We have no money at that stage and no authority to expend the 
money to obtain such an option. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. All right. 

Mr. Duptey. So for that reason I don’t believe that that—— 

Mr. Cunnincuam. The reason it can’t be done is the fault of Con- 
gress. Supposing then that we should authorize you to go out and 
spend a nominal amount of money for options, before anything else 
is done, looking toward a saving in the future, then you could do it, 
couldn’t you? 

Mr. Dup.ey. I think it would be possible under those circum- 
stances. 

Mr. CunnINGHAM. It is something to think about. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question? 

Mr. CunninGHam. Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. Does this lessee get a portion of the shipyard which is 
contiguous or is it scattered all over the yard? 

Mr. Duptey. It is largely contiguous, but he would have 1 or 2 
buildings that were not contiguous to his main area. 

Mr. Vinson. Do you think that is a good way to make a lease? 

Now, this is off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Vinson. All right, Mr. Chairman. I move the committee 
recommend this. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Bates? 

Mr. Bares. I just had two questions. 

Two years ago when we were discussing these public-works bills and 
particularly the procurement of lands, we ran into the problem the 
chairman mentioned here this morning and particularly in California, 
I think counsel will recall. At that time I made the suggestion we 
have some sort of revolving fund which would be available for these 
options. I think, Mr. Chairman, somebody ought to look into it 
further. 

Now another point I wanted to mention was in regard to Mr. 
Hardy’s inquiry, if I understand it. 1 came in just as he was speaking. 
But apparently the problem revolves around the question of proper 
assessment for the amount of the property that a leasee shall hold, is 
that the question that he had in mind? 

Mr. Duptey. Well, | think more the question of the proper pro- 
rating of utilities. 

Mr. Bares. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Duptey. And the proper cost of those utilities being under- 
taken by the parties getting the benefit therefrom. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Mr. Duptey. Is that——— 

Mr. Harpy. That is right. 

Mr. Bares. That is as I understood it. 

Now the reason I brought the question is this: 

I ran into that problem personally about 4 years ago when the PX’s 
were assessed as you will recall for heat, light, etc., and the General 
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Accounting Office at that time was making a thorough study of all 
Navy installations. 

Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. And I presumed that they would come up with some 
sort of a solution or some sort of a guide by which these various instal- 
lations could be charged. I know at that time we ran into the question 
of meters and the meters were so expensive that they decided to take 
an estimate, how many lights you have in a certain building and how 
many cubic feet. 

Now, what have they finally developed? 

Mr. Duprey. Mr. Bates, there has been no formula come forward 
from General Accounting Office or anyone else that would be in the 
nature of an established formula——— 

Mr. Bares. Well, they gave us 

Mr. Dupuy. That could be utilized. 

Mr. Bares. They gave us that rule of thumb at that time and told 
us to follow it. 

Mr. Dupuey. I don’t think it ever became more than just a rough 
rule of thumb, no. ; 

Mr. Bares. As a matter of fact, they intended to assess these 
Navy establishments back 5 or 10 years for the costs which they 
thought had been incurred during that period. 

Mr. Dup.ry. | am not too familiar with that particular study made 
by the General Accounting Office. 

Mr. Bares. But I know that the Ships Service at that time, about 
1948 or 1949- - 

Mr. Duptey. Yes. 

Mr. Bares. At that time had to pay current charges. 

Mr. Duprey. You are quite correct. 

Mr. Bares. And all estimates—— 

Mr. Dupuy. And as a matter of fact, the Navy has attempted— 
I won’t say that we have succeeded 100 percent because sometimes 
there are cases that don’t come to light for a long period of time— 
but we have attempted to go through and see that there was a proper 
charge established there, except that we are having a little difficulty 
in connection with the branch banks that are established, with 
Western Union offices that may be established, largely for the con- 
venience of the personnel on a station which is considered to be some- 
what of a morale factor, and the Treasury Department has under- 
taken to establish a rule. 

Mr. Bares. Well, I shouldn’t think --— 

Mr. Dup.ey. On that. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Dudley, you wouldn’t say that the banks and the 
telephone and telegraph agencies would be any more of a morale 
booster than the post exchanges which are being charged. 

Mr. Duptey. No, sir; | quite agree with that. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. Is the Navy utilizing any portion of this Tampa Yard 
now? 

Mr. Dupury. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. They are just in a caretaker status now? 

Mr. Duprey. That is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. And it is costing you $80,000? 
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Mr. Duptey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. How many ways have you at the yard? 

What type of ships did we construct down there? 

Mr. Duptey. I don’t recall the number of ways that were in the 
yard. 

Mr. Vinson. That wasn’t a very important yard. 

Mr. Duptey. I have some information that would show that. 

Mr. Kevviener. As to present use, the prospective lessee will 
receive and transship bulk sulfur, potash, timber, ammonium sulfate, 
and canned citrus products, and use the premises for interim storage 
for small quantities of ammonium sulfate, potash and related products. 

Mr. Vinson. When the Continental Shelf will be developed out 
there in the Gulf of Mexico, it might be a great terminus of oil, too. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. You mean the tidelands? 

Mr. Vinson. No. I move we recommend this project, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Before putting the motion of Mr. Vinson, I 
would like to ask Mr. Dudley this one question. Would it impede 
your progress in making this lease to ask you to submit a copy of your 
ease before it is signed, as you propose to have it signed, to Mr. Kel- 
leher, so we may look at it if we wish? We wouldn’t delay you more 
than a couple of days. 

Mr. Ketiener. It would not impede the progress of the lease. 

Mr. CunnincHam. With that understanding and with that sug- 
gestion, the motion of Mr. Vinson is agreed to. 

Mr. Keviener. May I make a statement off the record? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cunnincuam. That will be satisfactory, with the understand- 
ing that it will not be establishing a precedent. 

With that understanding, the motion of Mr. Vinson is agreed to. 
Proceed, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ketuener. The next project is Naval Disposal No. 15. 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE Navy 
Submitted by Bureau of Yards and Docks, Real Estate Branch 
Disposau No. 15 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Station designation: Portion of Victory Road, Dorchester, Mass. 
Former use: Access road. 

Acquisition cost: $50,000. 

Area: 25.430 square feet vacant land. 

Consideration: None (to be declared excess to GSA). 


1. The Department of the Navy acquired by deed dated June 7., 1920, a strip 
of land identified as Neponset roadway located at Neponset, Mass., between the 
former Victory Bridge site and the junction of Pleasant Street and Victory Road. 
The property was purchased shortly after World War I for the apparent purpose 
of constructing a bridge to the Victory plant then located on the site of the present 
Naval Air Station, Squantum, Mass. This roadway is considered excess to the 
requirements of the Navy, and it is proposed to declare this property to the 
General Services Administration for disposal in accordance with existing legislation. 

2. The Government acquired fee title to the land considered for disposition 
herein, containing 25,430 square feet more or less, at a cost of $50,000, which cost 
included, in addition to the actual valuc of the land, reimbursement to the Boston 
Consolidated Gas Co., the former owner, for the cost of buildings removed and 
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re-erected, and damages to the company resulting from severance of related parts 
of its plant by the right-of-way acquisition. This strip of land, approximately 
50.16 feet wide more or less, runs in a northeasterly curved direction from the 
easterly line of Pleasant Street to the former bridge entrance; the bridge has since 
py demolished by fire. This road has not been used by the Navy for a number 
ot years. 

3. The Army, the Air Force and the United States Coast Guard have advised 
the Navy that each has no requirement for this property. It is proposed to report 
this roadway to the General Services Administration, as property excess to Naval 
requirements, for disposal without provision for future recapture. 

4. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for the disposal 
herein outlined be given. 

Mr. Keutiener. This project involves the declaration to the 
General Services Administration of about one-half acre of land which 
originally cost $50,000. It is located at Dorchester, Mass. 

Mr. Bares. What town? 

Mr. Kevuener. Dorchester. In 1920, the Navy acquired a strip 
of land identified as Neponset roadway, at Neponset, Mass. The 
strip lies near the former Victory Bridge site. The property was 
purchased for the apparent purpose of constructing a bridge to the 
Victory plant then located on the site of the present Naval Air 
Station at Squantum. 

The reason that this slightly more than one-half acre cost more 
than $50,000 was because in addition to the value of the land it was 
necessary to reimburse the Boston Consolidated Gas Co., the former 
owner, for the cost of buildings removed and reerected and damages 
to the company from severance of related parts of its plant by the 
right-of-way acquisition. The strip is about 50 feet wide and runs 
to the former bridge entrance. The bridge has since been demolished 
by fire and the road has not been used by the Navy for a number of 
years. 

Mr. Vinson. How much will we get for it? One hundred dollars? 

Mr. Keviener. Well, it will be GSA that will see if it can find a 
purchaser. From its location, I don’t think—— 

Mr. Vinson. It will make a headline that we paid $50,000 for a 
half acre of land and we sold it for $150. 

Mr. Harpy. We probably won’t get anything for it, Mr. Chairman. 
It probably has no particular value. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move it be favorably reported. 

Mr. Bares. But it seems, Mr. Chairman, before we make the 
motion, it is mighty strange that we would go ahead and pay that 
sum of money for such a piece of property. Certainly the need must 
have been desperate to pay that sort of price. 

And here we are now saying we don’t need the thing. 

Mr. Kewtiener. Well, of course there was a shipbuilding plant 
there at that time—what is called the Victory plant—in World 
War I, and apparently there was, as you say, a great need for it then. 

But the plant is no longer there. 

The bridge that was constructed burned down. It is, today, 
apparently useless. 

Mr. Bares. Of course the yard wasn’t there before the war, either. 
So we might be up here again in 5 or 10 years building the same thing 
and buying the same piece of property back. 

P Mr. Vinson. What is the need for selling it? We can’t get anything 
or it. 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. What can you get for it? 

Mr. Ketiener. Well, the Navy says, in answer to Mr. Vinson’s 
question, that there is sort of a road there now and it is full of potholes 
and in such poor condition the Navy is always afraid that an action 
might be brought under the Tort Claims Act if somebody got hurt on it. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Dudley, do you have any idea what it can 
be sold for? 

Mr. Dup.tey. No, sir; I have no idea on that. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. What would you recommend that it be sold for? 

Mr. Duprey. We have had no appraisal made of it, Mr. Chairman, 
for the reason that if we are going to declare a property excess or 
transfer it to General Services Administration, we do not normally 
get into that. 

General Services Administration does get into it after they have the 
property, after it is transferred to them. 

Mr. CunniINGHAM. Well, we have before us now a problem out in 
California where surplus property—War Assets sold a plant out there 
for $1,050,000 and the Air Force now needs it back and they want 
$15 million for it. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I say this: In view of the fact it 
is not hurting the Navy and no cost is entailed to keep this piece of 
property and we expended about $50,000 for it and we could only get 
about $100 or $200, $500 or $1,000, | suggest for the time being we 
hold it. It is not going to hurt the Government at all to keep this a 
few more days and just let people up in Boston ride over a rutted 
road, so they will appreciate the trip to go down to Florida and 
Georgia. 

Mr. Duprey. If the committee wishes, Mr. Chairman, the Navy 
will explore what possibly might be gotten for the property. We can 
have an appraisal made. Then, if in the opinion of the committee it 
would be desirable for the Navy to sell it direetly—— 

Mr. Fisuer. Does the Navy own land that is adjacent to it now? 

Mr. No, sir. 

Mr. Frisuer. It does not. It is an isolated area. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Without objection, then, action on this will be 
deferred. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Dudley, I wonder if you could tell us at the time 
of purchase what portion of the cost was for the land itself and what 
portion was for the removal of consolidated gas properties? 

Mr. Dupuey. The records are very, very meager on that, Mr. 
Bates. This purchase was made back in 1918, I believe it was. 

Mr. 1920. 

Mr. 1920? 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Duptey. And the records are extremely meager. However, I 
will be very glad to explore and see whether we can from the Archives 
get further information along that line. 

Mr. CunnineuaM. Then without objection, further action on this 
will be—— 

a Vinson. Wait 1 minute, Mr. Cunningham. What community 
is this? 
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Mr. Neponset. 

Mr. Bares. Neponset. 

Mr. Vinson. This is off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Well, all the Navy is to do is turn it over to War 
Assets or Surplus? 

Mr. Duprey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Let’s postpone it. 

Mr. Dup.tey. Now, it would be conceivable that General Services 
Administration could find a nominal value for that and turn it over 
to the community. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Then, without objection, further action on this 
will be postponed until we have more information. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. All right, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keuiener. The next project, Mr. Chairman, is Air Force 
acquisition project No. 126. 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForRCE 
AcQuISITION Prosecr No. 126 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Wolters Air Force Base, Mineral Wells, Tex. 

Using service: Headquarters, Aviation Engineer Force, Continental Air Command 
Interest to be acquired: Fee simple title 

Use: Warehousing for aviation engineer supplies and equipment 

Area: 26.13 acres and improvements 

Estimated cost: $334,500. 

Authorization: Public Law 918, 81st Congress 

Appropriation Act: Public Law 911, 8lst Congress 

1. A military necessity exists for the acquisition of this property to reduce the 
shortage of warehousing space at Wolters Air Force Base. The base is, at present, 
short an estimated 128,921 square feet of this type space. This acquisition will 
add over 90,000 square feet of space in 14 buildings, to the present floor area on 
this base, and this purchase indicates a considerable saving over new construction. 
The land area totals 26.13 acres in 3 ownerships: The Perry Equipment Corp. 
(13.32 acres), the Alprodeo, Inc. (11.48 acres), and the Tex Boro Cabinet Corp. 
(1.33 acres). This area is bounded on three sides by Wolters Air Force Base, 
and on the south by Highway 180, a short distance east of the main gate of the 
base. Rehabilitation of these buildings will cost approximately $20,000. 

2. The estimated cost of this acquisition is $334,500 which includes $8,000 for 
26.13 acres of land, $256,000 for improvements, $4,500 for title evidence, personnel 
services, and contingencies; $66,000 for possible claims under section 401 (b), 
title IV, Public Law 534, 82d Congress. Except for minor additions, the improve- 
ments were built by the Government on leased land and sold as surplus without 
recapture after World War II to Camp Wolters Enterprises. These buildings were 
sold as part of the larger disposal of the entire camp. Therefore, the amount 
received by the Government for the sale of these buildings is not directly available, 
although the district engineer has estimated that the amount received for the sale 
of these structures was $22,168. They have since been modified and improved by 
the owners. mn 

3. Public Laws 910 and 911, 81st Congress, provided $1,325,000 to purchase . 
7,737 acres of land at Wolters Air Force Base. Current programing which has 
been approved by Office, Secretary of Defense and Bureau of the Budget, provides 
a total of $1,600,000 for the purchase of 8,041 acres and improvements. The 
above funds include provision for the acquisition of this real estate but do not 
include provision for possible claims under section 401 (hb), title IV, Public Law 
534, which may amount to $66,000. As that act provides that any publie-works- 
program funds may be used to pay such claims, and as there is no way of determin- 
ing the size of such claims until they are filed, the full amount ($66,000) has been 
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included in this request for approval. When claims are finally filed and reviewed, 
payment will be made from any funds that are available at that time in accordance 
with Public Law 534. 

4. It is hereby certified that no presently Government-owned or leased facilities 
are available to satisfy the requirements. This acquisition complies with regula- 
tions of the Secretary of Defense, as required by section 638, Public Law 488, 
82d Congress. The acquisition of this land will be effected by the Chief of Engi- 
neers by negotiation or condemnation. 

5. It is respectfully requested that the approval of the committees be given for 
the acquisition herein outlined. 

Mr. Ke.iener. This project involves the acquisition of 26 acres of 
land and the improvements thereon at an estimated cost of $334,500 
at Wolters Air Force Base, Mineral Wells, Tex. The acquisition of 
this property is to reduce the shortage of warehousing space at Wolters. 
The Department states that it is now short approximately 129,000 
square feet of warehouse space and that this acquisition will add 
90,000 square feet in 14 buildings. It is said that the acquisition of 
this space is less expensive than new construction, that is, $334,000 
as against $540,000. These improvements were built originally by 
the Government on leased land and sold as surplus without recapture 
after World War II to Camp Wolters Enterprises. Since the whole 
camp was disposed of, it is difficult to ascertain exactly what amount 
was received for these particular buildings. However, the sum is 
estimated to be $22,168. This acquisition is made pursuant to Public 
Law 910, which the committee will recall was a very general authori- 
zation without printed hearings. 

The Department states, however, that that measure provided $1.3 
million for the purchase of 7,737 acres at Wolters. Whether that con- 
templated this particular acquisition or not, I have been unable to 
determine. 

The attention of the committee is drawn to the fact that $66,000 
of the total, $334,500, is for possible claims under the so-called Aber- 
nethy amendment. In this case the present owners of the property 
would appear to be industrial organizations. It is believed that the 
basic principle of this amendment is to assist the relocation of families. 
The sense of the committee to this effect is indicated both in the 
hearings of the current public works law, Public Law 534, and the 
committee report which states in part that this permissive authority 
would be available to the Department with respect to industrial 
installations only where there is involved the movement of persons 
and personal property under circumstances similar to that involved 
in the normal acquisition of property for an airfield or camp. 

In other words, if the land is being acquired for an industrial 
facility and is occupied at the time by families, the fact that it is 
being acquired for the industrial purpose would not prevent payment 
under the Abernethy amendment, but that if an industrial facility 
itself is being acquired the industrial occupant would not have rights 
under that authority. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, do I understand that we authorized 
one-million-and-some-odd dollars under a public works bill for 
expansion of facilities down in this arifield? 

Mr. Ke.iener. $1.3 million for the purchase of 7,737 acres, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, now, is this—and you say you are unable to 
determine whether this is a part of that 7,000 acres we authorized 
them to acquire? 
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Mr. Kewtuiener. Yes. As you recall, Mr. Vinson, there aren’t 
any hearings and the backup material is now gone. I don’t have 
that available, either. Whether this particular acquisition of 26 
acres is part of that or not, I just cannot tell. 

Mr. Vinson. Have they an airfield down there now? 

Mr. Kevuener. Yes, sir; a training field. 

Mr. Vinson. What is the magnitude of it? How large a field is 
it? What is the activity down there? 

Mr. Ketuener. I cannot answer that. Perhaps one of the Air 
Force witnesses can. What is the size of Wolters now, Colonel 
Friedlander? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. Seven thousand. 

Mr. Vinson. What is the name of the field? 

Colonel FrizpLANDER. My name is—— 

Mr. Vinson. No; what is the name of the field? I can’t hear. 

Colonel FrrepLANpEeR. Wolters Air Force Base, sir. It is not an 
airfield. It is a training area for aviation engineers. We have no 
airfield. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. Now, this 26 acres, for about $350,000, is—let’s 
see. That is about $14,000 an acre, isn’t it? 

Colonel FrrepLaNpER. The improvement, sir 

Mr. Cunnincuam. What are the improvements worth? 

Colonel FrrepLaNper. The improvements take in the 90,000 square 
feet of usable warehouse space. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Who owns it now? 

Colonel FrrepLaNnper. Three industrial corporations. 

Mr. Cunntncuam. And you propose to buy it for $330,000 or 
$340,000, including the improvements? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Yes, sir. But that figure, as counsel pointed 
out, includes $66,000 for possible claims for relocation, which if not 
held to be legal would not be required. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. If not held to be legal, it would reduce the 
amount. 

Colonel FrrepLanpEerR. By $66,000. 

Mr. CunniInGHAM. By $66,000. 

Mr. Vinson. Anyhow, the amendment did not apply to the indus- 
trial. It only applied to farmers and people of that type. It was 
never the intent to apply moving an industrial plant. 

Mr. Ketiener. That is my understanding. 

Mr. Vinson. That is what the hearings would show. Therefore, I 
think there would be no hesitancy on the part of the Department 
saying, “You don’t come within the Abernethy amendment.” 

Now, the committee has already authorized and we have appro- 
priated the money and this is merely carrying out what is necessary 
to follow up in the acquisition of the land to make the expansion; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Keuiener. If we consider that the 7,000-acre acquisition 
authority embraces this particular acquisition. 

Mr. Vinson. What does the Department say on that? Is this 
part of that 7,000 acres? 

Colonel FriepLanpeER. Yes, sir; it is. It is an integral part of the 
installation. I can show you ou the map. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, did the Government get title to it when 
it got the 7,000 acres? 

Colonel FrrepLtanper. We have title to most of it, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. How did these industrial plants happen to be 
built on it? 

Colonel FrizpLanpEer. Oh, we have taken title, sir, since this 
acquisition was authorized. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Are those industrial plants of great value to the 
Air Force? 

Colonel FriepLANpER. Yes, sir. There is 90,000 feet of warehouse 
space which we need. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Which you would be able to use? 

Colonel FrrepLaANpER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Do you consider, then, that this figure of three 
hundred and inqveelinndle forty thousand dollars is a fair price for 
the project? 

Colonel FriepLaNpER. That is the appraisal, sir, from the Corps 
of Engineers. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, we are in this kind of a situation. 
The Congress authorized it. And when we have a hearing on the 
public works bill, we will say of course you have to have land, and 
they will so many thousands of aeres of land. 

Now they are coming back here to acquire the land. All acquisition 
of land has to be cleared by the committee. 

Colonel FriEDLANDER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. That is all it is, isn’t it? 

Colonel FriepLANpER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. We want to be sure we aren’t paying too much 
for it. 

Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Barss. Colonel, were these improvements on this land when 
we sold them for $22,000? 

Colonel FrrepLaAnpeEr. Yes, sir, they were. We sold a very large 
piece of property with a great many improvements to Camp Wolters 
Enterprises and it has been most difficult to segregate this portion. 

The estimate of $22,000 was a portion of the entire sale. These 
improvements were on the land. We understand that there has been 
about $100,000 of capital improvements in the buildings since the 
property was sold by the Government. 

Mr. How much? 

Colonel FrrepLanperr. Both by the present owners and the Camp 
Wolters Enterprises, the previous owners. 

Mr. Barrs. So this is about $112,000 more than we sold for, less 
whatever may come under the Abernethy amendment. 

Now, why weren’t there recapture clauses in this? 

Mr. Keviener. Frequently, Mr. Bates property couldn’t be sold 
for any substantial amount at all where there was a recapture clause. 
I think that is what War Assets contended at the time they were selling 
those. 

Mr. Bares. It doesn’t seem to me as though we got too much 
money for it. 

Mr. Keuiexer. That is right. 

Mr. $22,000? 
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Mr. Ketiener. That is right. 

Mr. Bates. With improvements on it? 

Mr. CunninecHam. Of course, we are faced with this. When the 
war is over, like the end of World War IT, before Korea, the Govern- 
ment had these projects to dispose of. The market value went down 
and we were at the mercy of the purchasers. It was a buyer’s market 
instead of a seller’s market. 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. CunnrncHam. And the Government loses every time they get 
in that condition, and war brings that about. 

Mr. Bares. On the other hand, Mr. Chairman, we have had 
recapture clauses on installations throughout the entire country. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. But that is again the question of whether the 
purchaser will buy with a recapture clause; isn’t that correct, Colonel? 

Colonel FrrepLanper, Sir, the Air Force, of course, is not charged 
with any disposal under the law. That is a matter of legal history 
and the General Services Administration—— 

Mr. CunninGHam. It is a matter of business. You can’t force a 
purchaser to buy a property with a recapture clause if he won’t take it. 

Colonel FrrepLtanper. It is very difficult, sir, to get any appreciable 
amount of money at all for anything with a recapture clause, because 
they can’t bond it, they can’t borrow money on it, and they can’t get 
a permanent installation—a permanent manufacturing plant or other 
use of it with a recapture clause hanging over their heads. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Now, isn’t the issue before us at the present 
time whether or not the price that you comtemplate getting for this 
is fair and equitable under all the facts and circumstances and the 
condition under which the country is operating today? Isn’t that 
what we are up against? 

Colonel FriepLanpeEr. Yes, sir, I would say it was. The price, 
of course, is based upon the Corps of Engineers’ appraisal. I might 
say further that this is an integral part of the installation in that it is 
situated right by the main gate. 

I have a map here I will be very glad to show you—— 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Never mind the map at this moment. Let 
me ask another question. You referred to the Corps of Engioeers 
making the appraisal. 

Colonel Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Now are these engineers experts in the value of 
real estate or do they have to go into the community and take the 
opinion of the people who live there as to what the value is? 

Colonel Frem.LaNpEerR. They have professional appraisers who do 
nothing else, who supposedly are familiar with the locality, who deal 
in real estate in the locality continuously, either acquisitions, leases, 
disposals, or other-——— 

Mr. Cunnincuam. In other words, if you are going to appraise a 
piece of property in Richmond, Va.— 

Colonel FrrepLANprEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunninacuam. They would pick from the Corps of Engineers 
the members who are familiar with the real estate values in that 
locality? 

Colonel Frrepitanper. Yes, sir. I might state further that where 
they have a very complicated and difficult industrial appraisal, we 
will say, or something that isn’t strictly real estate and an appraisal 
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of a going concern, they often employ professional outside appraisers 
at a fee, so that their appraisals are correct. 
g Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I clear one point? Off the record, 
am. 
Mr. Cunnineuam. This is off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. Vinson. Now the point I was making, Mr. Chairman—— 
Mr. CunninGuAM. Is this on the record? 
Mr. Vinson. No, this is off the record. 
(Discussion off the record.) 
Mr. CunnineGHam. Which leaves us in the position now of what is 
the best thing to do today. 
Mr. Vinson. That is right. 
Mr. CunninGuam. Mr. Short, do you have any questions? 
Mr. SHort. None. 
Mr. Harpy. I have. 
Mr. Cunnrnauam. Mr. Hardy. 
Mr. Harpy. What is the acreage of the present base? 
Colonel FriepLANDeER. 7, 737. 
Mr. Harpy. Seven thousand—how much? 
Colonel Frem.anper. 7,737. 
Mr. Harpy. That is your present acreage? 
Colonel FrempLANDER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Harpy. Well, isn’t that the exact figure that was authorized 
originally? 
‘olonel FriepLANDER. I don’t know. 
Mr. Keuiener. Yes, it is. 
Mr. Harpy. If that is the case, then you have no authority to 
acquire this tract. 
olonel FriepLANDER. Well, sir, it is my understanding that in 
the authorization, say, of a 7,000 acreage, a piece of acreage that 
large, we are allowed a small leeway one way or the other for tracts. 
You will note, of course, that is less than1 percent of that total acreage. 
Mr. Harpy. This may be 1 percent, but you acquired the exact 
amount that you originally secured authorization for; is that not 
right? 
om Vinson. Have you acquired the 7,000 acres that we authorized? 
Mr. Harpy. That is what he just testified to. 
Colonel Frreptanper. If you will let me just check that figure. 
If I can have a minute, sir. 
Mr. Vinson. Now let’s check up on that. 
Colonel FriepLanpEr. Well, in the absence of time to further 
check, sir, I will have to stand on that figure of 7,737. 
Mr. Vinson. You did what? 
Colonel FriepLtanper. I will have to stand on the figure of 7,737. 
Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, if he acquired the 7,000 acres that we 
authorized by the Public Works Act, he hasn’t any authority of Con- 
' gress to acquire any more land. So therefore he would have to get 
authority of the Congress to acquire the 23 acres of land. 
Mr. Cunninauam. Let’s clear that up. This 26 acres: Is it in- 
cluded in and surrounded by the 7,000 acres, or is it adjacent to it? 
Colonel FriepLanpeEr. It is surrounded on 3 sides by the 7,737. 
On one side, a little neck extends down to the highway. 
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Mr. CunninGHam. And you are sure it is not a part of the original 
7,000 acres? 

Colonel FrispLanpgr. Well, it was calculated in the acreage, sir, 
but they didn’t have the acreage exactly. May I show you the 
map 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Was that an error on the part of the surveyor? 

Colonel FriepLANpeER. | don’t know. (Witness exhibits map to 
committee.) 

Mr. Vinson. Put it in the next public works bill. We haven’t any 
authority, Mr. Chairman, to authorize it. 

Mr. CunnincuHam. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Without objection, further action on this will 
be deferred. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. 

Proceed with the next one, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keuuener. Yes, sir. Air Force acquisition project No. 127. 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FoRCE 
ACQUISITION PrRosEct No. 127 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Ent Air Force Base, Colo. 

Using service: United States Air Force (Air Defense Command). 

Interest to be acquired: Fee title in approximately 11 acres of land. 

Use: To acquire land presently under lease on which barracks have been con- 
structed, and for construction of additional barracks. 

Area: Approximately 11 acres. 

Estimated cost: Approximately $82,600. 

Authorization act: Public Law 155, 82d Congress. 

Appropriation act: Public Law 254, 82d Congress. 

1. The land to be acquired in fee adjoins Ent Air Force Base and has been under 
lease to the Government since February 26, 1951. Temporary barracks are 
situated on the land at present and it has been determined that purchase of the 
property in fee is desirable to provide location for three semipermanent concrete 
frame-type barracks now under construction. 

2. This land is a city subdivision of 3 blocks comprising 48 lots, approximately 
11 acres. The estimated cost of this acquisition is $82,600, broken down as 
follows: Land in fee, $72,000; engineer acquisition costs, $3,100; and contin- 
gencies, $7,500. 

3. Request for authorization of this land was presented in the Air Force public 
works program for fiscal year 1953, dated April 28, 1952, but Ent Air Foree Base 
was among the group of bases receiving zero authorization. Subsequently, this 
priority item was submitted to the Senate Armed Services Committee for author- 
ization within the total base program established in Public Law 155, 82d Congress, 
and approved by the chairman, Subcommittee on Military Construction of the 
committee on August 4, 1952. The concept of advancing fiscal vear 1953, line 
items on zero bases into the fiscal year 1952 program was approved by the House 
Armed Services Committee in House Report No. 2143, Military and Navy Con- 
struction Act, 82d Congress. The required funds are available from the unpro- 
gramed fiscal year 1952 balance appropriated under Publie Law 254. 

4. There is no Government-owned or leased property available for the intended 
use. 
5. Relocation of owners or tenants under title VI, Public Law 155, 82d Con- 
gress, is not involved. 

6. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committees for the acquisi- 
tion Herein outlined be given. 


Mr. Ketiener. This project involves the acquisition of 11 acres 
of land for $82,600 at Ent Air Force Base, Colo.; Public Law 155 is 
the authorization cited. 
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This property adjoins Ent and has been under lease since February 
1951. It appears that temporary barracks are situated on this land 
and that its purchase in fee is desirable to provide location for three 
semipermanent concrete barracks now under construction. 

In the backup material for Public Law 155 and in the hearing, the 
acquisition of the property was supported on the basis that it would 
cost $10,000. Its present estimated cost is $82,600. In response to 
the chairman’s inquiry as to this considerable variance, the Air Force 
in substance says that the original appraisal was a rough estimate 
which did not take into consideration the highest and best use of the 
land, severance damages, exact appraisal of improvements, and other 
such matters. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Now, we are proposing to acquire it at a 700 
percent increase over the original estimate of its value. How can 
that be justified? 

Mr. Ketiener. That is rather difficult, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Suorr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Short. 

Mr. Suort. You mean to say that we are building barracks on 
land that we don’t own? 

Mr. Ke.itener. Yes, sir. There were temporary barracks on there 
and three semipermanent concrete barracks are now under construc- 
tion on that land, which has been held under lease since 1951. 

Mr. Vinson. Who is in charge of the real estate activities cf the 
Department of the Air Force? 

Mr. Kexuener. Colonel Friedlander is assistant and Colonel Price 
is the chief. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, the public works bill authorized certain con- 
struction out at this place, did it not? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. And are these barracks a part of the public works 
construction authorized by the committee? 

Mr. Ketitener. Yes; Public Law 155. 

Mr. Vinson. And before they got the land they went out there and 
commenced building buildings; is that correct? 

Mr. Kexiener. It was under lease at the time. 

Mr. Vinson. Under lease. Now, is that the policy of the Air 
Force? Before you get the fee, when we authorize you to acquire 
lands, to go out and commence to build buildings? Is that the 
policy, Colonel? 

Colonel FrrepLanpeEr. Sir, this is a most unusual case. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, all right. I am just asking 

Colonel FriepLANpER. It is not the policy of the Air Force to con- 
struct on land which the Government does not have rights for an 
adequate—— 

Mr. Vinson. What is unusual about it? 

Mr. Suorr. Why did you do it here? Why did you start building 
permanent buildings on land that you don’t own? 

Colonel FriepLanprer. The buildings, sir 


Mr. Suort. When you know they are going to gouge you or hold 
you up. Highway robbery of the worst kind. 

Colonel FrrepLANpER. The land, sir, had been under lease since 
the inception of World War II. We did not construct permanent 
buildings. They are the 10-year life buildings. 
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Mr. Harpy. Concrete? 

Colonel FrimpLANDrER. They are concrete buildings. 

Mr. Harpy. Ten-year life buildings. 

Colonel FrireptanpeER. But they are—they have the finish, the 
roofs, and the inside finish, of 10-year buildings. They were built 
of concrete because bids for the frame buildings were nearly as much, 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, Colonel, in the first instance, this was 
valued at $10,000 and now it is valued at $80,000. Was it an error 
of judgment at the first time or is it an error of judgment now as to 
value? 

Colonel FriepLANDER. | would say, sir, it was a guess the first time, 
without an appraisal. The lease we have on the property extends 
until 1965, one lease does—a very small portion of it extends to 1960, 
but the largest portion of it extends until 1965. 

The rental is $4,600 per year. We have some other temporary 
buildings on the property which the Government owns. The property 
has become more valuable because of the subdivision in the area and 
I would say that the initial 

Mr. CunninGHam. Let me interrupt you. Why wouldn’t it be 
more profitable then to continue leasing it until 1965, than to acquire 
it for $80,000? 

Colonel FriepLanper. Well, sir, the property is becoming more 
valuable all the time. Our payroll—— 

Mr. CunninGHAM. I| know, but the Government is not in the real 
estate business for profit. We are interested in getting what we need 
at the best figure today. In 10 years, the $4,600 would only be 
$46,000. And you propose to buy it for $80,000. There is a question 
of whether or not it is worth more than 10. 

Wouldn’t it be better to continue under the present lease agreement 
than to purchase it? 

Colonel FriepLanprER. May I make a comment on that ststement, 
sir? 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Certainly. 

Colonal FrrepLanper. The $10,000 figure was guesswork and not 
an appraisal, 

Mr. Harpy. Whose guess was that, Mr. Chairman? That would 
be very interesting because here they are guessing a $10,000 value 
on a piece of property that they are paying $4,600 a year rent for. 
In other words, they are paying ‘enough rent to—— 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Pay for it in 2 years. 

Mr. Harpy. To pay for it in 2 years. 

Mr. Barres. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Colonel, do I understand there is 11 acres of land here? 

Colonel FrrepLanpErR. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. What do you get, gold? You are paying $7,400 an 
acre. 

Mr. Vinson. How much? 

Mr. Bares, $7,400. What is on this property besides the barracks 
which you finished and which are currently completed that makes it 
so valuable? 

Colonel FrrepLaANpER. Well, I have the engineers’ appraisal report, 
sir. They are building lots. They are right in Colorado Springs. 

Mr. Vinson. What? 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. This is in the Colorado Springs area? 

Colonel FriepLANpER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Is it near the town of Manitou or Colorado 
Springs? 

Colonel FrrepLaNpeR. Colorado Springs, I believe. Right in the 
center of the town. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Is it within the corporate limits? 

Colonel Yes, sir. 

Mr. Ketuener. This is not part of the airfield, as I understand it. 
This is the headquarters area, isn’t it? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Headquarters area, right in town. 

Mr. Bates. Why are you building barracks at headquarters area 
instead of the base? Is the base out of town? 

Colonel FriepLANDER. We have the flying field out of town, 
Peterson Field being the flying field. The headquarters for Air 
Defense Command is in this area, sir. This would be in addition 
to the entire headquarters area which is a piece of property right in 
town, right in the center of town. 

Mr. Bares. Now the men that are going to live in these barracks, 
where do they work? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. They work in the headquarters. 

Mr. Barres. They do not work at the base? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. They work in the headquarters. If you 
use the word “base” as flying field, they will not work at Peterson 
Field, or maybe a few of them might. 

Mr. Cunntneuam. How close is this land to the Broadmoor Hotel? 

Mr. Bares. It must be situated on it. 

Major LanGrorp. About 8 to 10.miles, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. How close is it to Peterson Field, where the base is? 
How far is it from the base, the headquarters? 

_ Major Lanerorp. That is about 8 or 10 miles in the other direction, 
sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Then your headquarters is about 8 or 10 miles away 
from the base? 

Major LANGrorp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. And how large a headquarters have you? How many 
personnel there? [| just want to figure how much the traffic and how 
many automobiles you have to have going backwards and forwards. 

Colonel FrrepLANpER. We have several thousand people there, 
sir. I don’t have the exact figure with me, today. 

Mr. Vinson. Then they would have to go backwards and forwards 
to the base all day long. A constant stream going out of the head- 
quarters. Why wouldn’t it have been the sensible thing to put the 
headquarters where your base is? 

Colonel FrizpLaNpER. Because the Government owned a good 
deal of property, sir, in the Colorado Springs with the improvements 
thereon and it was felt wise to use it, rather than build new improve- 
ments out at Peterson Field. 

Mr. Vinson. Didn’t you have enough government-owned land 
to have built this headquarters? 

Colonel FrrepLANpER. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Without buying additional land? 

Colonel FriepLanpeEr. No, sir. 
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Mr. Vinson. So you have rented it for a period of years at $4,600 
a vear? 

Colonel FrrepLaANnper. That rental, sir, was a 194—— 

Mr. Vinson. What is the cost of these buildings that we authorized 
to be built? How much did these two buildings cost? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. We have three buildings. 

Mr. Vinson. What do they cost? 

Colonel Frreptanper. I do not have that. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, have you any idea? $100,000 apiece? How 
large are they? 

Mr. Ketiener. Probably about $340,000, if they are conventional 
barracks. 

Mr. Harpy. How many men will be housed there? 

Mr. Probably 200-men barracks. 

Do you know? 

Colonel FrrepLANpEeR. Two hundred men. 

Mr. Two-hundred-men barracks. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. Now the colonel said it wasn’t the policy 
to build where we did not have the field. [How many other places 
have you built—and you are in charge of the phase in the Air 
Department. 

Colonel FriepLanperR. I am Deputy Chief of the Real Estate 
Division. 

Mr. Vinson. All right, you are acquainted with it, then. How 
many places have you built where you do not have the fee? 

Colonel FriepLanpeR. We built at a great many places, sir. Where 
we have 20- or 25-year nominal leases, long-term leases, we have built 
semipermanent temporary buildings. 

Mr. Vinson. Then, you do have a policy to build on land which 
the Government doesn’t own if you have a lease for about 25 years? 

Colonel FriepLANDER. Twenty, twenty-five years. 

Mr. Vinson. And when you build on there, have you any agreement 
about taking the buildings off or any salvage of it, or is it feasible to 
do so? 

Colonel FriepLaANpEeR. We normally indicate in the lease that the 
property is to remain—the improvements are to remain the property 
of the Government. If the lease expires, of course, we either have to 
salvage them or in some cases turn them over to War Assets for dis- 
posal, along with the property. Now, that is a matter of law which of 
course we-—— 

Mr. Vinson. All right, now, getting back to this case. Don’t 
you think you would do better if you go to court and condemn this 
and instead of entering into this contract, for some $8,000 an acre? 

Colonel FriepLanper. I cannot hear you, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Don’t you think you would do better if you went to 
court and condemned the land? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Well, we of course—we work on the engi- 
neers’ recommendations. They are our real estate agents. We do 
not try to sit here in Washington and dictate as to whether or not we 
are to go to court, unless the amount looks very bad to us. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, doesn’t this look bad? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. In this case, sir, the engineers would recom- 
mend court action, which we would always take if they felt the 


y 
| 


490 


appraisal that they made would be exceeded in negotiations or the 
authority which you gentlemen give us. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course up there it will probably exceed the appraisal 
anyway. 

Colonel FriepLaAnper. I have the planning report here, which 
indicates that the 3 city blocks—these are 3 city blocks we are 
buying, sir—in the east end of the town are a subdivision area and that 
the land surrounding is solid with new homes. That is the reason for 
this high price. And the streets of course are paved and in good con- 
dition through these three blocks. 

Mr. CunninGHAm. Colonel, have those buildings, new homes, sur- 
rounding the piece of ground been built since the appraisal of $10,000 
was arrived at? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. | cannot answer that question, sir, because 
I do not think we ever had an appraisal of $10,000 

Mr. Cunntneuam. What harm would be done to the defense of our 
country and to the Air Force to continue this under a lease rather than 
buying at the present time? 

Colonel FrizpLanper. The only harm, sir, would be that if we 
had to buy these latter at a higher price, with property values growing 
in the area, we might force the Government to pay more. 

Mr. Cunninauam. How long does your present lease extend? 

Colonel FriepLANDER. We have two leases, one for nearly 9 acres 
and the other for about an acre, a little less, and the larger portion 
extends to 1965 and the other one until 1960. 

Mr. Vinson. | think this: I think a letter should be written by 
you, Mr. Chairman, to the Air Force and the Defense Secretary that 
this committee does not look with favor on putting permanent 
buildings on land for which the fee hasn’t been acquired and if such 
policy does exist it should be stopped, because it is not the proper 
thing to do. When we build permanent construction, it has always 
been the policey-—— 

Mr. Harpy. They tell you this is semipermanent, Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. Then say “semipermanent, of 10 years.”’ 

Mr. Harpy. Of course, the estimated life of this is 99 years. 

Mr. Vinson. That is right. Just like the old Navy Department 
and the War Department built these semipermanent buildings on 
Constitution Avenue and they have been there to my certain know- 
ledge for 30 years. 

Mr. Cunntnauam. Mr. Vinson, don’t you think that letter should 
be sent out under the signature of the chairman of the full committee? 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. I think we have just got to go ahead and 
approve it. Because we will get caught later on. No doubt the value 
has been increased by having built up houses. But in the first instance 
it should have never been located there. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. There is the mistake made. Some general was just 
running around here and said “This is a good place,”’ and camped oo it. 
Now we are up against it. That is the reason we passed this kind of 
law, so we can have 2 or 3 looks at these things and stop that kind 
of business. We can balance the budget, almost, if close scrutiny was 
given to a great many of these things. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Will you make that in the form of a motion? 

Mr. Vinson. I will make that in the form of a motion. 
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Now, are you in charge, Colonel, of this real-estate activity? 

Colonel FrrepLaANpeEr. I am deputy chief. 

Mr. Vinson. Then you have something to say about it? 

Colonel Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. We are going to hold you responsible for this. 

Colonel FRrrEDLANDER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. I want to say, as one member, that I don’t think this 
transaction is one that the committee can look with favor on. We 
hope this kind of thing won’t happen in the future. Because if they 
do, why, you will have some more comment on this. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. Does your motion include the recommendation 
of the letter? 

Mr. Vinson. Yes, sir; I certainly do. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Do you have that, Mr. Kelleher? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I would like to concur in that thinking, except I 
would like to raise one other question that hasn’t been cleared up to 
my satisfaction. How far has the construction of these buildings 
progressed on this property? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. | believe they are nearly completed or com- 
plete, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, if you have a breakdown there of your appraisal 
by the Army engineers, to what extent did the fact that these bar- 
racks were already constructed contribute to the estimate of the cost 
of $82,600? Obviously, we cannot take them off now. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course you can’t. 

Colonel Frreptanper. They have given as their basis for computa- 
tion of value the comparison of comparable sales in the neighbor- 
hood, sir. They do not indicate in their report that these barracks 
contributed anything. 

Mr. Vinson. I| actually wouldn’t expect it to be indicated in the 
report, even though it might have been a very substantial part in the 
mind of the appraiser when he put his figure there. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Without objection, the motion—are you 
through, Mr. Hardy? 

Mr. Harpy. Yes; I’m through. It is one of the most stupid things 
I have seen. 

Mr. CunnineHAM. Without objection, the motion of Mr. Vinson 
with the recommendation will be approved. 

Colonel FrrepLaANpER. May I make one comment, sir? 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Yes, sir. 

Colonel FrrepLanpeEr. | wonder if you would include in your letter 
permission for us to construct where we have long-term leases, because 
of the fact that a great many municipal airports we have certain 
rights m 

Mr. CuNnnNINGHAM. I don’t believe this letter can contain any 
specific authorization for approval. It is a question of policy. 

Mr. Harpy. I would recommend that we do the opposite and require 
there be no construction on any leased land until it has been thoroughly 
cleared by this committee. 

Mr. Vinson. Certainly. At least unless it is a 25- or 50-year lease 
or something of that nature. But, as a policy, it is bad to go out and 
build until the Government acquires. 
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Colonel FriepLaNnpEr. Our policy, sir, is on permanent installations, 
of which this is not one. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, this is permanent. You call it temporary, but 
it is permanent. You know it is permanent. You paid permanent 
prices, anyhow. 

Colonel FrrepLANpER: On permanent installations, we never do, 
unless we own the land. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, we will write the letter. We will frame up the 
letter. 

Colonel FrrepLanpeEr. All right, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Colonel, we are going to hold you responsible now. 
You are the deputy, you so testified here. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Kelleher, how many of these projects do 
we have left? 

Mr. Seven, sir. 

Mr. CunnineHaAM. Well, we cannot finish them today, and I believe 
this Convair is most important to be considered. 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Therefore, the committee will go into executive 
session for a few moments. 

Mr. Kevtiener. And we meet tomorrow morning at 10, Mr. 
Chairman? 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Yes; we meet tomorrow morning at 10 o’clock. 

(Whereupon, at 11:40, the subcommittee went into executive 
session.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ON ARMED SERVICES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ACQUISITIONS AND DIsPosaALs, 
Washington, D. C., Friday, April 17, 1958. 

(The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., the Honorable Paul Cunning- 
ham, chairman of the subcommittee, presiding.) 

Mr. CunninGHAM. The subcommittee will be in order. 

A quorum being present, you may proceed, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ke.iener. Mr. Chairman, may | suggest that the record of 
yesterday’s hearing be clarified with respect to ‘Air Force acquisition 
project 127.” You will recall that that project involved the acquisi- 
tion of 11 acres for $82,600 at Ent Air Force Base in Colorado. It 
was the one where barracks have been constructed on leased land. 
The record is clear that a letter of censure is to be written to the Air 
Force. However, I believe it would be well to clarify the position of 
the committee with respect to the project itself, that is, whether 
approved or deferred. 

Mr. CunntnGuam. Let the record show that the committee did 
approve the project yesterday. 

Mr. Keviener. Thank you, sir. 

The first acquisition project this morning is “Air Force project 
No. 128.” 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForcE 


ACQUISITION ProjEcT No. 128 


Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Westover Air Force Base, Mass. 
Using service: United States Air Force, Strategic Air Command, and Military 

Air Transport Service. 

Interest to be acquired: Fee title in 138.99 acres, restrictive easements on 146.70 
acres, and avigation easements over 60 acres. 

Use: Runway extension, transmitter area, and for ammunition storage. 

Area: Approximately 345.69 acres. 

Estimated cost: $53,200. 

Authorization: Public Law 534, 82d Congress. 

Appropriation act: Public Law 547, 82d Congress. 

1. The land to be acquired in fee is required for the extension of the northeast- 
southwest runway; the construction of a radio transmitter, and ordnance storage 
facilities, at Westover Air Force Base, Mass. The avigation easements are re- 
quired to permit removal of flight hazards and to prevent erection, or growing, 
of future flight hazards, within the approach zones to the runway. The restric- 
tive easements are required to prevent construction of habitable buildings in the 
safety area around the ordnance storage area. 

2. The land to be acquired varies from gently rolling to very irregular land, 
with a sharp drop of 60 feet from present base elevation to the general area of 
the tract. A portion of the area is used for farming and grazing, but the largest 
part is covered by a heavy growth of timber, and has been used for a watershed 
for the city of Chicopee. There are eight owners involved with the city of 
Chicopee being the owner of the largest portion of the area to be acquired. The 
estimated cost of this acquisition is $53,159 (rounded to $53,200), broken down 
as follows: 138.99 acres in fee, $25,071; restrictive easement, $8 225: avigation 
easements, $10,500; contingencies, $6,563; acquisition cost, $2,800. There is no 
resettlement of families involved in this acquisition. Therefore, additional cost 
as authorized by section 401b, title IV, Public Law 534, is not contemplated. 

The acquisition of land at Westover Air Force Base was authorized by 
Public Law 534, 82d Congress, and funds to cover the cost of acquisition were 
appropriated by Public Law 547, 82d Congress. 

: There are no relocations involved in this acquisition. 

. There is no Government-owned or leased land available for this intended 
oa. The Corps of Engineers will consumn ate the acquisition. 

6. It is respectfully requested that the approval of the committees for the 
acquisition herein stated be given. 


Mr. Ke.iener. This project involves the acquisition of approxi- 
mately 346 acres for $53,200 at Westover, Mass. The acreage to be 
acquired is broken down to 139 acres in fee, restrictive easements on 
146.7 acres, and avigation easements over 60 acres. The land is 
required for a new northeast-southwest runway. The project I 
believe says it is for an extension of the existing runway, but it is 
actually for a new runway. It was subsequently corrected in re- 
sponse to a letter written by the chairman to the Air Force. In the 
backup material for Westover, the land requirement was stated to be 
644 acres for $316,000. This project calls for only 346 acres for 
$53,200. 

In response to the chairman’s inquiry as to this variance with 
respect to both acreage and money, the Air Force states that redesign 
of the base to accommodate prospective SAC use permitted the land 
requirement to be reduced. The land will be used, in addition to 
construction of a new runway, for a radio transmitter and an ordnance 
storage area. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Kelleher, is this located within the corpo- 
rate limits of a city or town? 

Mr. Ketvtener. | believe it is within Chicopee, Mass., Mr. 
Chairman. 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. Well, do you have any information as to whether 
or not the amount being paid is reasonable for the value of the lanc 


at this time? 

Mr. Ketiener. I do not. I haven’t seen the appraisal upon which 
this estimate is based. But it doesn’t appear to me to be unreasonable 
for that part of Massachusetts. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. That is about $166 an acre, is it not? 

Mr. Ke_iener. About 150, I believe. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Are there any improvements on it? 

Colonel FriepLanprr. The portion to be taken in fee is mainly 
reservoir area for an auxiliary water system of the city. This taking 
will not affeet—— 

Mr. Cunnrneuam. Colonel, can you state that it is necessary to 
acquire this project for the buildup of the defense of our country? 

Colonel FriepLANpER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Any questions? Without objection, the proj- 
ect will be approved. 

Mr. Kevuener. The next project is Air Force acquisition project 
No. 131. 

(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForRCcE 
AcquisiTION Prosect No. 131 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Bunker Hill Naval Air Station, Ind. 

Using service: United States Air Force (Tactical Air Command). 
Interest to be acquired: Transfer from Department of the Navy. 
Use: Two medium-bomb wing base. 

Area: 2,121.61 acres. 

Estimated cost: See par. 3 below. 

Authorization act: Act of August, 1949, 63 Stat. 546, 14 U.S. C. 640. 
Appropriation act: Not applicable. 

1. Section 301, title III of Public Law 534, 82d Congress, authorizes the Secre- 
tary of the Air Force, under the direction of the Secretary of Defense, to develop 
the Bunker Hill Naval Air Station, Ind., for the use of Tactical Air Command 
of the United States Air Force. In order that approved public works projects 
for this installation may be initiated, it will be necessary that the Bunker Hill 
Naval Air Station be transferred to the Air Force. 

2. The area comprising Bunker Hill Naval Air Station, located approximately 
7 miles south of Peru, Ind., contains approximately 2,121.61 acres and was con- 
structed during 1942 ‘and 1943 as a Naval Air primary training station. The 
base was deactivated in 1946 and a number of buildings, including all housing and 
messing facilities, were razed by the War Assets Administration at that time. 
Certain areas of the installation are currently outleased for agricultural purposes 
and the Air Force has obtained, by right-of-entry, use of approximately 23 build- 
ings on the site. 

3. The original naval installation was purchased by the United States Govern- 
ment for the sum of $339,282 on June 8, 1942. A perpetual easement northwest 
of the base is held by the Government on 21.2 acres of land to provide open-ditch 
drainage of the base property of the original buildings on Bunker Hill Naval Air 
Station, approximately 77 remain. Generally, only 4 are classified as permanent. 
Of the remaining 73, approximately 15 7 of T/O type construction and the 
remaining buildings are mobilization ty 

4 It will be necessary to acquire additional land at this installation for runway 
extension, airfield pavements, airfield lighting, family housing, utilities, communi- 
cations, navigational aids and aircraft maintenance facilities. The acquisition of 
additional land for these purposes will be covered in a subsequent Department of 
the Air Force clearance form to be submitted for approval by your committee. 

5. The Department of the Navy and the Munitions Board have concurred in the 
proposed transfer of this installation to the Department of the Air Force. 
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6. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for the transfer 
herein outlined be given. 

Mr. Ke.tiener. This project involves the transfer from the Navy to 
the Air Force of the Bunker Hill Naval Air Station, Peru, Ind. The 
installation comprises 2,122 acres. This station was constructed dur- 
ing 1942 and 1943 as a primary training station. The base was 
deactivated during 1946 and a number of buildings, including all 
housing and messing facilities, were razed by War Assets Admin- 
istration. Some of the installation is out-leased for agricultural pur- 
poses. The Air Force under a right-of-entry now uses 23 buildings. 
The original naval installation was purchased for the sum of $339,282 
in June 1942. Of the original buildings on Bunker Hill, approximately 
77 remain. The Air Force states that only 4 are classified as permanent 
and of the remaining 73, 15 are of T/O construction and the rest are 
mobilization type. 

Public Law 534, the current Public Works Act, authorized con- 
struction in the amount of $18,663,000. The project states that the 
acquisition of additional land for runway extension, family housing, 
utilities and other operational facilities will be necessary. This addi- 
tional land will be the subject of a future acquisition project. 

Mr. Cunntnauam. Mr. Kelleher, as I understand it, this involves 
just a transfer from one branch of the Service to another? 

Mr. Ketuener. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. And the transfer is deemed necessary for defense 
purposes? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Any questions? 

Mr. Bares. Everybody is in agreement on this? 

Mr. Kexuener. | do recall, Mr. Bates, that immediately after the 
current public-works bill became law, this is off the record, Sam. 

(Statement off the record.) 

Mr. Bares. Everybody is in agreement, Colonel? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. Yes, sir. 

General WasHBouRNE. That was settled at the Secretary level, Mr. 
Bates, perhaps within the last hundred days or so. I believe the Secre- 
tary of Defense had to move in and influence an agreement on 6 of the 
bases on which the Navy had some prior rights and 3 or 4, possibly 5, 
in which the Army had some. This is one of those stations. 

Mr. CunninGHaM. General, as a result of the acquisition of this by 
the Air Force from the Navy, will it in the future result in the Air 
Force having to acquire additional land adjacent thereto? 

General WAsHBOURNE. Yes, sir; it will. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. About how much? 

General WAsHpourNe. The ’53 acquisition, Mr. Chairman, will be 
on the order of five to six hundred acres to extend the runway and to 
do the things that Mr. Kelleher just mentioned. 

Mr. CunnincHaM. Have options been secured on this additional 
land at the present time? 

General Wasnpourne. No, sir, they have not. We have a real- 
estate planning report on that acquisition, but it has not been executed. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Now is it not a fact, General, that the moment 
the people who own this land, in the community there, know that the 
Air Force is taking this over, that the price of the land that you will 
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subsequently have to acquire will go up and make it more difficult to 
secure? 

General WasHpourne. A very great likelihood, I should say. It 
nearly always happens. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Is there anything you can do to prevent that? 

General Wasurourner. Not beforehand. We have to get clearance 
from the Congress on the acquisitions before we can direct the Corps 
of Engineers to actually close the deal. 

Mr. Cunnitneuam. Have you ever made any attempt to get, for a 
nominal consideration, of say $1, options on land of this nature that 
you know you are going to have to use, the option to run for a year or 
more, so you will have the price pegged? 

Colonel Frrepianper. At one time, the Corps of Engineers was 
most successful in obtaining options. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I didn’t hear you, Colonel. 

Colonel FrrepLanprr. At one time the Corps of Engineers was 
most successful in obtaining options. Under present conditions, with 
the price of land going up, they have been notably unsuccessful in 
obtaining options for nominal consideration. In this particular case, 
the planning report has been received and we have an appraised price 
on the property, a fair price. If we cannot buy, or if the engineers 
can’t buy that property at the fair price, they propose to condemn it, 
sir. 
Mr. Cunnineuam. Well, if the condemnation is prolonged into the 
future as a result of the activity of the Air Force from now until then, 
a jury would probably award a much larger amount in condemnation 
proceedings than it would today; is that not correct? 

Colonel FrrepLanpErR. The longer it goes, sir, the more the jury 
awards, I think. 

Mr. Cunnrnecuam. Are you still attempting to get options for a 
nominal consideration? 

Colonel FriepLanpErR. The engineers are, sir. They attempt to 
get them. But in this particular area they have been entirely un- 
successful. It is farmland and cornland and the owners there are not 
disposed to sell to the Government at the fair market price. We have 
already had considerable inquiry on this. It is directly to the south 
of the base. I cannot answer as to whether or not they have made 
the attempt direct on this particular land to get options, but I know 
that they have told me that lately they have been unable to get op- 
tions. The Navy, I think, also tried to get options in many cases; 
they used to be quite successful. They are becoming less successful 
every day. 

Mr. Cunnrneuam. If you know now you are going to need it in 
the future, why would it not be good business to enter into a purchase 
contract at once for it? 

Colonel FriepLANpER. It would be fine business, sir, if you could 
get options for nominal consideration. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. I didn’t say option. I said a contract of pur- 
chase. Does the Air Force ever purchase land on an executory con- 
tract with a small payment down and so much per year? 

Colonel Not until 

Mr. CunnincHam. And lease? 


Colonel FriepLanper. We occasionally purchase land on the basis 
of a lease whereby a certain proportion of the lease is applicable to a 
purchase price. 
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Mr. Cunnincuam. Well—— 

Colonel FrrepLanpErR. The option being stated in the lease. 

Mr. CunninGHam. That is, you have a lease with an option to 
purchase? 

Colonel FrimpLanpeEr. Yes. 

Mr. CunnineGHam. At a fixed price? 

Colonel FrrepLANpDER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. And the lease has a provision in it that the 
rental already paid would apply on the purchase price? 

Colonel FriepLanper. Or a portion of that rental. But those 
leases are becoming increasingly difficult to get, sir. We have one that 
will come before the committee probably in several months, in the 
State of Mississippi. We have not been able—of course, we don’t 
like to lease and put construction on the property leased from private 
owners to begin with. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. No. But if you have a lease with the option 
to purchase, Vou can exercise the purchase option in the lease before 
you put any construction on it. In the meantime, we have sewed it 
up to save the Air Force from being gouged by speculators on the 
actual value. 

Colonel Frrepianper. Well, we normally give the engineers the 
requirements and the exact means of getting that. They are our 
professional real-estate people.’ We work on their recommendations. 
In cases where they get the lease, and we have one coming before the 
committee with an option to purchase, that is fine, but you cannot 
get them very often. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. In this particular case do you feel everything 
has been done to protect the Air Force in the future for this additional 
land that must be acquired? 

Colonel FrrepLanpeEr. | might say, sir, that it is the exact boundary 
lines that have not yet been fixed. The reason for that is the possi- 
bility that in the reduction of the budget, we will have to shift the 
utilization from the Tactical Air Command to the Strategic Air 
Command—— 

Mr. Cunninauam. Colonel—— 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Which will indicate a slightly different 
requirement. 

Mr. CunninGHam. Does the fact that we hold these hearings and 
there is some publicity on them have any effect on increasing the 
value of the land that you have to acquire in the future? 

Colonel FriepLaANpDER. Yes, to this extent, that not only the com- 
mittees but the individual members are very anxious to secure the 
exact taking lines so they can tell their constituents whether or not 
their property is to be acquired. We try not to divulge that, sir, and 
we find that if it is not divulged we have considerably less difficulty 
than we do when we do divulge what we are taking. And there is a 
saving to the Government if we don’t divulge it, sir. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Any questions? 

Mr. Bates. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Colonel, this $18 million that has been authorized and 
appropriated: what is the purpose of that money? 

General WasHBourNE. That is for the rehabilitation of the base 
and the construction of new facilities on the station, Mr. Bates, for 
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Air Force use. We are going to make a medium bomber operating 
station out of the previous Navy training station. 

Mr. Bares. Now, was that the proposal when it came before the 
committee, to use this particular base even though there had been no 
agreement on the Navy giving it to you at that time? 

General WasHBourRNE. This proposal here for the land transfer? 

Mr. Bares. No; for the use of this base. The $18 million was to 
be used at this particular base, was it not? 

General WAsHBouRNE. Yes, that is right, on this particular piece 
of ground. 

Mr. Bares. And what do you propose to spend hereafter on this 
base as far as your current plans indicate? 

General WasHBourNe. Well, it would be an estimate only. 10, 
15 million dollars et the outside, perhaps. 

Mr. Bares. Has the Navy sold any land since it has been deacti- 
vated in 1946? 

General WasHBourRNE. Have they sold any land? 

Mr. Barss. Any of this land since 1946 when it became deactivated? 
You said that some of it has been leased for agricultural purposes. 
Has any of it been sold? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. May I ask the General: What is the status of this 
authorization today? Is it in the deep freeze or are you going for- 
ward with the authorization and appropriation that the Congress 
made in reference to this base in Indiana? 

General WasHBourNeE. This base has been recertified as essential 
by the Secretary of Defense and we propose to proceed with the 
construction as soon as the land clearances and necessary adjustment 
of the contract costs have been agreed upon. 

Mr. Vinson. Then, this one has been taken out of the deep freeze 
and it is authorized to proceed in accordance with the act of Congress? 

General Wasupourne. That is right. 

Mr. Vinson. Is that correct? 

General WasHsourne. That is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. How many more find themselves in that category, 
out of the last public works bill? 

General WasHBourNngé. How many have been unfrozen, you mean? 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

General WasHpourne. Substantially all of our program in: the 
zone of the interior has been released, Mr. Vinson. 

Mr. Vinson. When did that take place? 

General WasHBourRNE. It has taken place progressively over the 
last 30 days, 25 days. 

Mr. Vinson. The last time I checked up on it, out of nearly $3 
billion that has been authorized for the Air Force, only $25 million 
had been cleared by the Department of Defense. 

General WasnsourNne. The offshore construction has not been 
cleared in anything like that amount. It is still largely frozen. 

Mr. Vinson. I am talking about in continental United States. 

General WAsHBoURNE. Yes, sir; in the zone of interior, the domestic 
bases; those have been generally cleared. There are a number of 
small exceptions, and some of them are very large. For instance, 
a base like Portsmouth, N. H., of $45 million, is not cleared in its 
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entirety. But the bulk of the work has been cleared successively, 
piece by piece, in the last 3 weeks. 

Mr. Vinson. In the last 3 weeks? : 

General WasHpourNe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. And contracts are being let for it? ; 

General WasHpourNe. They are resuming the advertising and 
machinery that leads to contracts. 

Mr. Vinson. Then the committee can understand that you are 
carrying out the public-works program that was authorized by the 
last Congress. It is being cleared by the Secretary of Defense, or ia 
Mr. Me Neil, and you are going to let contracts in a very short time? Pver 

General WasHnourne. Yes, sir. The clearances from the Secre- ae 
tary of Defense are relayed to the Corps of Engineers and to the Navy 
and they in turn authorize their local district people to resume 
transactions. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, will you file with the chairman of this sub- 
committee the list of bases set out in the Public Works Act of the 
last Congress that have not yet been cleared by the Secretary of 
Defense? 

General WasHBourNeE. I would be glad to have such a list fur- 
nished to the committee. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Any further questions? If not, without objec- 
tion, the project—the subcommittee will recommend approval of 
the project. 

Proceed, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Keviener. The next project, Mr. Chairman, is Air Force 
acquisition project No. 132. 

(The project referred to follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR ForcE 
Prosect No. 132 
Submitted pursuant to Publie Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Laurence G. Hanscom Field, Bedford, Mass. 
Using service: USAF-Air Research and Development Command. 
Use: Runway extension. 

Area: 50 acres in fee and 104 acres in avigation easements. 
Estimated cost: $117,000. 

Authorization act: Public Law 155, 82d Congress. 

Appropriation act: Public Law 254, 82d Congress. 

This property located at Bedford, Mass., is required for an extension of the 
east-west runway, Laurence G. Hanscom Field and to provide lateral, clear zone, 
and approach zone clearances for the extended runway. 

The property is located adjacent to the east boundary of the airfield. It 
consists of 25 tracts of residential, farm, swamp, brush, and wooded property. 
Three acres of the area to be acquired in fee have been subdivided into 48 im- 
proved building lots (20 by 80 feet) on which 5 dwellings valued at $7,500 to 
$9,400 are located. The five families now occupying these houses will be dis- 
placed. The cost of acquisition outlined in paragraph 3 below includes a maxi- 
mum of 25 percent allowable to pay claims of displaced property owners under 
section 501 (b), title V, Public Law 155, 82d Congress, for expenses and damages 
as a result of moving. No persons will be displaced from the remaining 47 acres 
in fee or the 104 acres in avigation easements. 

3. The estimated cost based on an appraisal prepared by the New England 
division engineer, Corps of Engineers, will be $117,000 ineluding: Land in fee, 
$13,715; improvements, $57,300; avigation easements, $8,716; severance damages, 
$4,500; possible claims under section 501 (b), title \ , Public Law 155, 82d Con- 
gress, $11, 500; acquisition costs, $8,750; and contingenci ies, $12,815. 
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4. Based on a preliminary rough cost estimate, funds in the amount of $90,000, 
authorized and appropriated by Public Laws 155 and 254, respectively, 82d Con- 
gress, were programed to provide for this acquisition. However, a recently 
prepared detailed real estate planning report reveals the total cost estimate to be 
$117,000 due to advance in real estate values and provision for all items indicated 
above. The additional $27,000 needed to consummate this acquisition will be 
provided through reprograming of construction funds authorized and appropriated 
under the above referenced public laws. 

5. Relocation of public roads or utilities is not required. The county com- 
missioners of Middlesex County, Mass., have approved the abandonment at no 
cost to the Government of the rights-of-way to two public roads traversing the 
airfield which are affected by this acquisition. 

6. The Government does not have recapture rights to the land to be acquired. 
It is hereby certified that no other Government-owned or- leased space is available 
for the intended use. The Corps of Engineers will acquire the property on behalf 
of the Air Force. In the event the property cannot be acquired at fair market 
value, condemnation proceedings will be instituted. 

7. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for acquisition 
of the property herein outlined be given. 

Mr. Ketiener. This project involves the acquisition of 50 acres 
in fee and aviation easements over 104 acres for $117,000 at Laurence 
G. Hanscom Field, Bedford, Mass. The property is required for the 
extension of the east-west runway and to provide lateral clear-zone 
and approach-zone clearances for the extended runway. The property 
consists of 25 tracts of residential, farm, swamp, brush, and wooded 
property. The project states that 3 acres of the area have been 
subdivided into 48 improved building lots on which 5 dwellings are 
located. No relocation of roads or utilities will be required. 

Middlesex County has approved the abandonment at no cost of 
the right-of-way to two public roads traversing the airfield. The 
project is reasonably consistent with the backup material and testi- 
mony. 

The backup material indicated 180 acres for $90,000. This is a 
total of 154, including avigation easements, for $117,000. The 
difference between the $90,000 authorized and approved and the 
$127,000 now required will be obtained through reprograming. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Mr. Kelleher, I notice that this project involves 
easements, and also that there are residential, farm, swamp, brush, 
and wooded properties. 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. CunninNGHAM. What is the justification for paying that price 
for swamp, brush, and wooded property? 

Mr. Kevieuer. I imagine that Colonel Friedlander has a planning 
report that would have that in detail, Mr. Chairman. 

Colonel FrinpLanperR. The improvements, sir, indicate the 

Mr. CunninGuam. I see there are just four dwellings on it. Aside 
from that, they have some improved building lots. 

Colonel FriepLanper. Well, I can give you—for the 50 acres in 
fee, sir, the price is $13,700. The improvements: the price is $66,300. 

Mr. CunninGHam. That still leaves quite a bit per acre for the land. 

Colonel FriepLanper. That is 50 acres for $13,000 sir, $650 an 
acre. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. If condemnation were started on a project of 
this kind, there would not have to be a large number of suits, would 
there, on account of the land being owned by a lot of different people? 

Colonel FriepLanper. No, sir. We would normally condema 
against the owners in one action, on a case like this, if we were to con- 
demn the entire amount of property. 
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Mr. CunninGHam. You do condemn in block, then? 

Colonel FriepLaNnpeER. Beg pardon? 

Mr. Cunnineuam. You do bring actions to condemn land in block? 

Colonel Fr1rrpLANDER. Yes, where it is necessary, but we always 
hate to condemn if owners are willing to negotiate. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. How long is the runway now and how long will 
it be when it is extended? 

General WasHBourne. In rough figures, the runway is now 5,000 
feet long. We are going to run it out to 7,000 feet. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. That would be long enough for present needs? 

General WasHBOURNE. Yes, sir; we believe that that will be the 
minimum extension that we have to put in at this station for the use 
we are going to make of it. 

Mr. Harpy. I[ am glad you said minimum. 

Mr. CunntneHam. I have one more question I would like to 
propound to the colonel. I notice the lots, 48 building lots, are 20 by 
80. That tells me they are 80 feet in depth and 20 feet in width. 
That is too narrow for a building lot. What kind of lots are they? 

Colonel FrrepLANpeErR. I think I have the answer to that, sir. 
Back in 1930, the owner of this property got together with some stores 
and they subdivided this area and built streets in and sewers and 
water and subdivided the area in lots that size, which they were 
selling for $10 apiece plus merchandise, and if you bought a certain 
amount of merchandise at a store and put up $10 for the transferred 
title, you would get a building lot 20 feet wide. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Then the purchaser would have to pay the 
assessments for the sewer and the streets and the sidewalks. 

Colonel Frrepianper. I believe so. 

Mr. Vinson. That is a little Massachusetts thrift, isn’t it? 

Mr. CunninGHam. Mr. Vinson, I think we should inquire one fur- 
ther question. Can you give us any reason why in all of these projects 
the land we are purchasing in Massachusetts is much higher in price 
than the land in any other State? 

Colonel FriepLanpeEr. I think I can answer that. 

Mr. Cunnineauam. What is that? 

Colonel Frrepianper. I think Mr. Bates could answer that better 
than I could. 

Mr. Cunninauam. I know he could. But I want your answer. I 
want to know what your answer would be. 

Mr. Bares. Any student of the country would understand that. 

Colonel FrrepLtanper. Of course, the development in New Eng- 
land, sir, nas beea such that it has a longer history of development. 
It is highly industrialized. And our properties are extensions of 
existing fields that have been in existence a long time, generally near 
the towns. And the land values, residential land values, are quite 
higb in New England. 

Mr. Vinson. And you have more people to the square mile there 
than you do in other sections of the country. You have a larger 
population in proportion to the terrain. 

Mr. Bares. Yes. And of course I would like to get the record a 
little bit straighter. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Will you please tell us. 

Mr. Bares. Do I understand you have 154 acres in this unit alto- 
getber? 
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Mr. CunninGHAM. One hundred and fifty-four. 
Mr. Bares. One hundred and fifty-four. 

Colonel FrrepLanpEr. That is correct, Mr. Bates, yes. 

Mr. Bares. And it is 117,000 total? 

Colonel FrrepLANpER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batrs. My arithmetic reads that out to around $750 per acre 
average. 

Mr. Cunninacuam. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Barns. Not yet. Yesterday, as I recall, we paid about $7,400 
for something out in the Far West, out in Colorado Springs. So just 
from these two instances, which we have just discussed, it seems quite 
evident that even though the land may be more valuable in Massa- 
chusetts, at least we give the benefit to the Federal Government, 
having the interest of the security and economy of the country at 
heart. In other words, we are willing to donate this land at one-tenth 
the price of something in the Far West. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, let me ask this question, please, sir. 
How many acres will be consumed in extending the runway? 

General WasHpourNne. Fifty acres is required for the extension of 
the runway and the clear zone off the end of it and the immediate 
approaches off the end of it. 

Mr. Vinson. Then the 100 acres, then, is for easement of the air, 
is that it? 

Mr. Avigation easement, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Avigation easement. Is that it? 

Mr. Kevuener. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Now, why is it necessary 
out—this is off the record, Sam. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Harpy. Let’s get back on the record. 

The question is what is the per acre cost of the avigation easement? 

General Wasupourne. The probable cost of the easements here is 
limited to $8,000 of that amount. 

Mr. Harpy. How about the rest of it? You gave us a figure of 
$13,700 for your fee title to 50 acres, I believe, and $66,300 for the 
cost of the buildings, is that correct? 

Colonel FrrepLtanper. That is correct. 

Mr. Harpy. That makes a total of $80,000. If my arithmetic is 
right, the rest of it is $37,000. 

Colonel FrrepLanvER. Well, that doesn’t all go to the owners, sir. 
That is broken down for engineers’ contingencies and the various costs. 

Mr. Harpy. I overlooked that very important little detail. 

How much is involved in your easements? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. $8,000, sir. 

General WAsHBOURNE. $8,750 for the 104 acres of easement. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, about $80 an acre, is that right? 

General WasHBourne. That is right. 

Mr. Harpy. All right. 

Now, what is on that land now? 

Colonel FriepLtanper. O. K., sir, I will give you that. 

There are 3 houses on 1 of those tracts—3 houses, woodland, farm- 
land, tillage, woods, again, and—there are 3 houses only, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Three houses on the land and the rest of it is probably 
a considerable portion of that marsh we have been talking about, 
isn’t it? 
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Colonel FrrepLanpEr. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. You mean to tell me, then, the marsh that you referred 
to a while ago is included in the 50 acres? 

Colonel Frreptanver. There is 9 acres—wait a minute, now. On 
the marsh, there is 97—9 acres along the river included in the 50 acres. 

Mr. Harpy. That is 9 acres in the 50 acres. How much is in the 
104 acres? 

Colonel FrrepLANpDER. None shows, sir, as such here, but I can’t 
answer that question. 

Mr. Harpy. It looks to me—TI don’t know what you got involved 
there, but you are paying an average of $80 an acre for the air over 
the land. He doesn’t get the land. He can’t use that land for 
anything in the world. All he gets is the right to fly over it and the 
prohibition of the erection of structures of a certain height on it, 
isn’t that correct? 

Colonel FrrepLaNnperR. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. How long does the easement run? Perpetually? 

Colonel FrreDLANDER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, now, what is your limitation—do you have a 
fixed, standard limitation as to height of a structure on that land, that 
is uniform over the whole area? 

Colonel Frrevanper. No, sir. We have a glide angle for pro- 
tection. 

Mr. Harpy. You have a glide angle for protection. Now suppose 
you have to extend that runway? 

Colonel Further? 

Mr. Harpy. Then you are going to have to change all these aviga- 
tion easements, aren’t you? 

Colonel Frreptanper. If we extend it farther, we will. 

Mr. Harpy. If you extend that runway out any farther, you have to 
change these avigation easements and you are going to have to go 
back to the same people that you bought these easements from in this 
instance and pay them more money in order to fly a little lower? 

General WasHnourne. No, sir. This easement that we are taking 
over, these acres provide for the overflight of the aircraft. If we 
extend the runway out into this actual ground, Mr. Hardy, we would 
have to change it from an easement into a purchase, then. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, that would be true, generally, but when vou do 
that you change the position at which your glide angle would take 
effect, which would mean that you would have to go back and re- 
purchase your easements over the rest of that land. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Additional land, you mean? 

Mr. Harpy. No, over that same land which happened to be beyond 
the point where you extended your runway. 

Colonel FrrepLANpDER. May I make an observation, sir? 

We find that when we come into a base and take land around it 
and bring a payroll in, the future of that land is one of increasing 
values. People build gas stations around us, they build all sorts of 
improvements around us, and if we go in 2 or 3 or 4 or 5 years later 
we will have to pay more for the land because of our own payroll. 

Mr. Harpy. Well, thank you for accentuating my point, Colonel. 

Colonel FrrepianvDEr. But in this case, sir, the easements prevent 
the establishment of improvements. 
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Mr. Harpy. The easements prevent the establishment of improve- 
ments only with respect to the height of those improvements, don’t it? 

Colonel FriepLaANpeER. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. So it does not prevent the establishment of a filling 
Station, unless it is right jam up against the runway. 

Colonel FriepLANDER. Well, I would have to look at the terms of 
this easement. 

Mr. Harpy. | don’t 

Colonel FriepLanpER. Which I don’t have, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. I don’t mean to get into specific details on the thing. 
But actually your easements provide for a glide angle which restricts 
the height, and it is varying over the approach zone, isn’t that correct? 

Colonel FrimpLaANDER. Sometimes, sir, they prevent the building, 
anv building at all, in the area 

Mr. Harpy. If you are going to do that, you just as well buy the 
land. 

Colonel FrimpLanpER. No; it can be used for tillage and woodland 
and that sort of thing. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, I am just getting to the point that I really was 
starting out on, Mr. Chairman. You are proposing to extend your 
runway from five to seven thousand feet. Now that is a little shorter 
than most of your extensions here recently, I think. And I am just 
wondering if you aren’t going to be in here pretty soon and wanting 
to extend the thing another couple of thousand feet, which is going to 
mean that you are going to have to take some more land out in this 
same direction and are going to have to revise every easement that you 
have and add some more easements to it. 

General WasHpourNr. We have no present intention of extending 
this Hanscom Field runway, Mr. Hardy. But it could happen. 

Mr. Harpy. You know, General, that is the statement that has 
been made to the committee very time any request for authorization 
or any request for rea] estate has been presented by any of the services 
since I have been on the committee. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, of course we don’t want to be placed 
in the position of accidents happening. They will say we didn’t 
give them enough space to fly over. And it has been the policy to 
buy these easements. I know of no land in Massachusetts that can be 
said is not worth at least $80 an acre. 

Mr. Harpy. You are not buying the land. You are buying the 
air. 

Mr. Vinson. For the easement. I want prosperity in the country. 
I think they made a pretty good trade here. So I move the project 
be approved. 

Mr. Harpy. He has gotten mellow here all of a sudden. 

Mr. Vinson. I will go along, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bares. Gentlemen, do I understand when you said originally 
7,000 feet, you said that would be the minimum it would be increased? 

General WasHBouURNE. That is the proposed extension that we have 
been authorized by the Congress now and I don’t know anybody who 
has ever mentioned doing any more to it. 

Mr. Bares. In other words, you mean maximum, not minimum? 

General WAsHBoURNE. Yes, that is the authorized extension that 
we have asked the Congress to approve and fund. 
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Mr. Bates. Now my next question is this: In the event that you 
later on decide to increase the size of the runways and you have to 
secure more property, we will say, buy more property, what happens 
to that land over which you have an easement now and which later 
on you will procure and in which you have already invested $80 an 
acre for the easement on that land? Now, what relation does that 
have, if any, to the purchase of that land later on, or do you start all 
over again and buy the land after having bought the air? Is my 
point clear? 

General WasHBourNeE. Your point is clear, but I am not enough of 
a real-estate expert to tell you what the effect will be. The Govern- 
ment certainly would have an equity in the acreage and, if we later had 
to buy some of it or clamped down on the terms of the easement, we 
would have already made a downpayment. 

Mr. Bares. Yes. But legally, you are not in possession of the 
land. You havea right to use the air over the land. And you bought 
that at $80 an acre. Now the question is, if you are going to by the 
land—and I presume you have had hundreds of cases like this—is 
there anything in your instrument that provides for the contingency 
of purchasing that land later on and getting it at a reduced price : from 
what it would be if you didn’t have the easement? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. The purchase of the easement, sir, subtracts 
from the value of the land. I have just checked. In this particular 
case, the easements start at 30 feet elevation and run to 60. That 
means that that land is valueless for construction of anything over 
30 feet high. 

Mr. CunNINGHAM. That is a permanent easement? 

_Colonel FrrepLanpEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunnrneHam. And the record of title or the abstract would 
show that? 

Colonel FrispLanpeEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CunniInNGHAM. For any subsequent purchaser from the present 
owner and thereby beat down the market value of the land? 

Colonel FriepLanperR. The market value of the land is useless 
for construction with a 30-foot limit. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Now in these easements that you require, 
do you have a clause in there, or is it possible to get it, to purchase 
the land at a future date at a fixed price? 

Colonel FriepLaANnper. No, sir, that is not normal procedure. 

Mr. CunninGHAM. Have you ever made any attempt to get such 
provisions? 

Colonel FriepLANper. I can’t answer that, sir. So far as I know, 
it has never been done. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Of course the fact that it hasn’t been done, 
doesn’t mean that it couldn't be done. 

General Wasnpourne. Be glad to look into that, Mr. Cunningham, 
and see what we can work out with the Chief of Engineers in that 
direction. 

Mr. Cunntneuam. I have one more question before we put the 
motion of Mr. Vinson. 

I notice here that you have contingencies of $12,815. 

What are those contingencies? 

Colonel Frreptanper. Those contingencies, sir, are the engineers 
estimates of the amount of money they need to be protected for, for 
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unforeseen difficulties. In this case, there are certain factors and costs 
that can’t be determined before acquisition because they don’t like to 
advertise that they are going to acquire this particular piece of prop- 
erty. 

#@ So naturally not having talked to the owners—and they don’t talk 
to the owners—certain things—— 

Mr. Cunnincuam. If the contingencies don’t arise, none of them 
we will say, then that $12,815 will not be spent? 

Colonel FrrepLanpEer. Will not be spent. 

General WasHBOURNE. That is correct. 

Colonel FrrepLanper. There is tree-topping and that sort of thing 
within the easement area. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. One more question. Are you faced or con- 
fronted with many claims for damages by the owners of adjacent land 
as a result of planes flying too low? 

Colonel The tendency lately has been on _ the 
increase, sir. We have had a very bad case near Hunter Field. A 
rather large suit has been filed. There is a large suit just been filed at 
Hayward, Calif. It seems that the jet aircraft disturb the local 
residents more than the propeller-driven aircraft. We are taking an 
appeal—I understand the judgment of the court was against us in the 
Hunter Field case. It is going to be appealed by the Department of 
Justice. We are faced with more and more suits continually. Natu- 
rally, one of these days—this is off the record, please. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cunnincuam. I asked the question because I am familiar with 
the case in the Midwest, the municipal airport, where a farmer came 
in with a claim in the legislature for searing his mules, and upon 
investigation found he didn’t have any mules. Then he amended it 
for cutting the tassels off the corn. The claim that he filed was worth 
more than the corn that could be raised on the land in 100 years. 
Are you ever confronted with anything like that? 

Colonel FrrepLaNpeER. Yes, sir, we have some very famous chickens 
that quit laying out in Norton Air Force Base, Calif., and they 
stopped laying eggs 10 years ago and the lady still has the chickens 
and they are still not laying and I don’t know how a situation of that 
kind perpetuates itself. 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the project be approved. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Without objection, the subcommittee will 
recommend favorably the acquisition of this project to the full 
committee. 

Proceed to the next one, Vir. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ke_itener. The next project is Air Force acquisition project 
No. 133. 

(The project is as follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ArR ForcE 
Acquisition Prosect No. 133 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Goodfellow Air Foree Base, San Angelo, Tex. 

Using service: United States Air Force (Air Traioing Command). 

Interest to be acquired: Fee acquisition of 65 acres of land. 

Use: Relocation of hospital, airmen’s barracks, bachelor officers’ quarters, cadet 
barracks and community facilities. 

Area: 65 acres of land. 

Estimated cost: $110,000. 

Authorization Act: Public Law 534, 82d Congress. 

Appropriation Act: Public Law 547, 82d Congress. 

The 65 acres of land to be acquired in fee are located adjacent to the west 
boundary of Goodfellow Air Force Base, and is presently being used as a stock 
farm. This base is a permanent installation and reciprocating engines will be 
replaced by jet aircraft in the near future. As there is no other land available 
for housing facility expansion, this tract is required to relocate the hospital and 
barracks prior to the time the present conventional type aircraft in use at Good- 
fellow Air Force Base are replaced by jet aircraft. The present hospital and 
barracks are located in close proximity to the taxiways and parking aprons (the 
hospital is approximately 400 feet from the main apron; barracks are as close as 
200 feet) and with the instigation of jet operations with the attendant disturbances 
and noises, these locations will be untenable for such facilities. The serenity 
required for hospital and other facilities demands that a reasonable distance be 
maintained between these facilities and points of jet operation. This distance 
is not available within the present confines of the installation. 

2. The estimated cost of this proposed acquisition is $110,000, broken down as 
follows: fee acquisition, $97,500; contingencies, $5,650; relocation of water pipe, 
$1,000; acquisition costs, $500; and severance damage, $5,350. No families will 
require relocation as a result of this acquisition. 

3. This acquisition is a portion of the land authorized by Public Law 534, 82d 
Congress. Funds in the amount of $218,000 were appropriated by Public Law 
547, 82d Congress, for the acquisition of 174 acres. In view of the high acquisi- 
tion costs for the 174 acres of land, a restudy has been effected and the area has 
beea reduced to a minimum of 65 acres. 

4. There is no Government-owned or leased property available for the intended 
use, 
5. Relocation of owners or tenants under title IV, Public Law 534, 82d Con- 
gress, is not involved. 

6. It is respectfullv requested that approval of the committees for the acquisition 
herein outlined be given. 


Mr. Ketiener. This project involves the acquisition of 65 acres 
for $110,000 at Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, Tex. 

This property is needed for the relocation of a hospital, some 
barracks, a BOQ and other buildings. The 65 acres is west of and 
adjacent to the base and is a stock farm at the present time. Jets 
will replace reciprocating engines in the near future at this base. 
The Department states that there is no other land available for the 
relocation of the hospital, barracks, and other structures. 

The hospital and barracks are located from 200 to 400 feet from the 
main apron and the disturbance and noise of jet operation would 
have a deleterious effect on hospital treatment. The back up material 
indicates that this acquisition would be 174 acres for $52,000. This 
valuation, however, was found to be wholly unrealistic and during 
the hearings in the Senate the $300-an-acre cost was raised to $1,215 : 
an acre. a 

The cost of the land as now set out in the project would be approxi- : 
mately $1,700 an acre. 
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An additional 1,000 acres for this base was just filed before the 
committee at $100 an acre. This 1,000 acres is not the subject of 
this real-estate project. I believe Goodfellow is the only flying school 
run by the Air Force itself. All others are contract schools. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Fisher. 

Mr. Fisner. I might explain the discrepancy there in the $300 
authorization which was in the House bill. 

When I discovered that I saw it was a mistake. I talked to General 
Meyers about it and he told me it was an error. He checked back 
through the engineers. And I believe he told it should have been 
$1,300 or some such figure. The bill had been advanced, however, 
and was about to be voted out. I called it to the attention of Mr. 
Vinson. He suggested that the bill not be amended at that stage, that 
it was going over to the Senate and could be corrected over there. It 
was simply a typographical error probably somewhere down the line. 
General Meyers discovered it. He went before the Senate and 
told them about it and they corrected it. So that explains that 
discrepancy. 

Mr. Kruiener. The record so indicates in the Senate, incidentally. 

Mr. Fisner. This land is surrounded by residential areas. It is 
rather valuable. The appraisal that the engineers put on it was $1,500 
anacre. The Senate checked on that and the people from home were 
here and they telephoned the landowner down there and he said the 
engineers actually talked with him. They agreed over there that the 
$1,250 figure which he had offered the land for in a Jetter 2 years ago 
would still be agreeable. Is that correct, Colonel? 

Colonel FrrepLanprEr. In the meeting before the Senate subcom- 
mittee Mr. Johnson appeared and he indicated that he felt the land 
could be purchased at $1,250. 

Mr. Fisuer. | didn’t quite hear you. 

Colonel FriepLanpgEr. He indicated he felt the land could be pur- 
chased at $1,250 per acre. 

Mr. Fisner. That is right. 

Colonel FrirepLaNpErR. From the landowner. 

Mr. Fisner. And the Senate—the letter from the Senate com- 
mittee to the Air Force put a ceiling of $1,250 per acre on it, rather 
than the $1,500 which is in the request, the appraisal having allowed 
some latitude because of contingencies perhaps that they couldn’t 
anticipate. 

Mr. Vinson. May I ask you a question? Has the Senate subcom- 
mittee approved it? 

Mr. Fisner. Oh, ves. 

Mr. Cunninauam. At $1,250? 

Mr. Fisuer. That is right. 

Colonel FriepLanperR. $1,250 an acre to the landowner, plus the 
acquisition. 

Mr. Vinson. May I ask the general a question? 

General WasHnourRNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Has this been cleared by the Department of Defense 
to go forward with? 

General WAsHROURNE. Yes, sir; it has been cleared and recertified 
as essential. 

Mr. Vinson. I move the project be approved. 
Mr. Bares. Mr. Chairman. 
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Mr. Cunnrncuam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bates. Dol understand that 2 years ago the landowner offered 
this for $1, 250 an acre? 

Colonel Frrepuanver. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bares. And now you propose to pay $1,700 for it? 

Colonel FRreDLANDER. No, sir. 

Mr. Bares. That is 

Colonel FrrepLaNpeR. No, sir. The appraisal is $1,500 an acre 
and there are other costs of $200. 

Mr. Bares. That is right. You got $110,000 for 65 acres. That 
averages out at $1,700 an acre. 

Colonel FriepLaNnpeEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batrs. Now you say the maximum is $1,500, plus $200 for 
other arrangements? 

Colonel FrrepLANDER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bares. Now, what is the difference between the $1,250 and 
the $1,500? 

Colonel FrrepianpeEr, I talked to the real-estate appraiser, sir, last 
week. He felt that his 2-year-old $1,250 was not sufficient. He had 
not talked to the landowner since. He felt because of the develop- 
ment in the area, the construction of subdivisions to the north of this 
property, with some fine homes in it, that he should reappraise it. He 
did so last winter. He said that he would stand by his appraisal of 
$1,500 an acre, the property having increased in value in the 2 years. 

Mr. Bares. And because of the continued interest of the Air Force 
in procuring this. That had a little something to do with it, didn’t 
it? 

Colonel FriepLaAnperR. Actually, sir, we have not evinced any 
local interest on this thing since we originally evinced interest 2 years 
ago, because it has been stalled. 

Mr. Bares. I know. But they know you are still interested? 

General WasHsourNe. That is right, Mr. Bates. It has been 
declared a permanent station and there is an obvious effect in having 
done that. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. How can you go to $1,500 with the Senate 
limitation of $1,250? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. We don’t propose to, sir. 

Generel WasnpourNe. We will be unable to make the acquisition 
if he won’t sell. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the approval of the project, 
with the understanding that the Chair write a letter to the Depart- 
ment to the effect that the committee only approves $1,250 an acre 
for the project. 

Mr. Fisuer. It is highly agreeable. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, I have no objections. But I would 
like to make one inquiry concerning what the cost is going to be of 
these new buildings. Have you already gotten authority for that? 

General WasHBourNE. No, sir; they are not authorized yet, Mr. 
Hardy. 

Mr. Harpy. They are not authorized? 

General WasHpourNe. No, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. The buildings that have to be relocated are permanent- 
type structures? 
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General WasHsourne. No, sir; they aren’t. They are World Wer 
Il type frame buildings, for the most part. 

Mr. Harpy. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Well, will the same relative increase in price 
obtain with respect to the other 1,060 acres? 

General WasHpourne. No, sir; that is on the other side of town 
and I think that appraisal of around $100 an acre is going to stay 
pretty good for a while. 

Mr. CunntnGHam. One side of the town is $100 an acre and the 
other $1,250? 

General WAsHBoURNE. Yes, sir; that is right. 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. One is across the tracks, is that it? 

General WasHBouRNE. Well, this 65 acres that we are asking for 
now is on the city side of the base, a residential property type. The 
1,000 acres that we need to extend the runways is some 3 miles out 
from town, on the other side of the base, goat-pasture-type land and, 
it can probably be bought for in the vicinity of $100. 

Mr. CunninGuam. Without objection the subcommittee will favor- 
ably recommend it to the full committee. Proceed. 

General WasHBourNE. Mr, Chairman, could I request—— 

Mr. Bares. For $1,250. 

Mr. CunninGuam. It is already in the record. 

General WasHBouRNE. May | ask clarification of the additional 
$200 an acre as a possible additional cost over and above what is paid 
to the owner? 

Mr. CunntnGHAM. Does the Senate limitation permit that? 

Colonel FrizpLANpER. The Senate limitation, I believe, sir, al- 
though I haven’t seen the written letter, indicates a payment to the 
owner of not in excess of $1,250. 

Mr. Harpy. Now, actually, this $1,250-an-acre limitation don’t 
mean too much, does it, because if you can’t buy it by agreement with 
the owner for that amount, you are going to have to condemn it, and 
if it costs you $1,500 under condemnation suit, you would have to pay 
it. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Fisher advised the committee that would be 
agreeable. I think we will get it for $1,250. 

Mr. Harpy. As far as negotiation is concerned, the $1,250 an acre 
means something. But if you got to go to condemnation it doesn’t. 

General WAsHBOURNE. if the committee’s limitation is $1,250 paid 
to the owner, that would be agreeable to the Air Force. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Let the record show that we recommend 
approval subject to the limitation of $1,250. And a letter will be 
so written. 

Proceed with the next one, Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Ketiener. The next project is Air Force acquisition project 
unnumbered. 

(The project is as follows:) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ArR Force Acquisition Prospect UNNUMBERED 


Submitted pursuant to Public Law 60, 8ist Congress 


Name of installation: Patrick Air Force Base, Fla. (joint long-range proving 
ground). 

Using service: USAF, Air Research and Development Command. 

Use: Landing site for off-continent submarine telephone cable. 

Area: Perpetual easement on 4.13 acres of land. 

Estimated cost: $6,350. 

Authorization Act: Public Law 60, 81st Congress. 

Appropriation Act: Public Law 254, 82d Congress. 

1. This property, located on Jupiter Island, Fla., is required as a landing sive 
for the installation of an off-continent submarine telephone cable for the Air 
Force Missile Test Center, Patrick Air Force Base, Fla. (joint long-range proving 
ground). 

2. The property is located near the southern tip of Jupiter Island, Palm Beach 
County, Fla. The easement to be acquired consists of two irregularly shaped 
tracts of land, each with 50 feet of Atlantic Ocean beach frontage. They extend 
across the island a distance of 1275 and 1375 feet to Jupiter Sound where the 
frontage is 100 feet in width. The site and land in the immediate vicinity are 
undeveloped except for a paved highway running northward and westward and 
a private shell road traversing the property. A portion of the island north of 
the site has been developed as a winter-residence area with many large and expen- 
sive beach homes. 

3. The estimated cost of this acquisition, based on an appraisal prepared by 
the Jacksonville district engineers, Corps of Engineers, will be $6,350, including 
perpetual easement on 4.13 acres of land, $5,500; acquisition costs (mapping, 
survey, title evidence, negotiation, etc.), $850. 

4. The Government does not have recapture rights to the land on which the 
easement is to be acquired, It is hereby certified that no other Government- 
owned or leased property is available for the intended use. The Corps of Engineers 
will acquire the property on behalf of the Air Force. In the event the easement 
cannot be acquired at fair market value, condemnation proceedings will be 
instituted. 

5. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committee for acquisition 
of the property herein outlined be given. 

Mr. Ketiener. This project involves the acquisition of a perpetual 
easement on 4 acres of land for $6,350, or $1,600 an acre, for Patrick 
Air Force Base, Fla., which is part of the joint long-range proving 

ground. 

The authorization of this acquisition is contained in Public Law 60 
of the 8ist Congress, the law which authorized the establishment of 
the proving ground. 

The land is located on Jupiter Island, Palm Beach County, Fla., 
and is required as a landing site for an off-continent submarine cable. 
The easement will extend across the island, with a 50-foot frontage on 
one side and 100-foot frontage on the other. This land and the land 
in the immediate vicinity are undeveloped except for a paved highway, 
although a portion of the island north of the site has been developed 
as a winter-resort area with large and expensive homes. 

Mr. CunninGcHAMm. Any questions? 

Mr. Harpy. How far is that off the mainland? 

General WAsHBouRNE. It is about 500 feet. We bring the sub- 
marine cable into the shore. We have to cross in shallow water over 
this narrow island, and we had to lease the two strips of land in order 
to bring the cables across this little island and on through another 
little narrow neck of water to the shore and tie them in into the ter- 
minal buildings. ' 

Mr. Harpy. Where is that island with respect to the launching site? 

General WasHpourNe. It is about 100 miles south of the launching 
site at Patrick itself. 


ae 
| 
4 
Pe 


512 


Mr. Harpy. That is purely for communication? 

General WasHRBoURNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the committee act favorably 
on it. P 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Without objection, the committee will favorably 
report it to the main committee. 

Proceed with the next one. 

Mr. Kevtiener. The next project is Air Force Disposal No. 3. 

(The project referred to ‘is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR Force 
Submitted by Headquarters United States Air Force 
DisposaL Prosecr No. 3 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: Pampa Air Force Auxiliary Field No. 2 (Reeves Field), 

Pampa, Tex. 

Using service: Department of the Air Force. 
Former use: Auxiliary landing field. 

Area: 640 acres, more or less. 

Estimated acquisition cost: $627,956. 

1. Pampa Air Force Auxiliary Field No. 2 (Reeves Field), Pampa, Tex., was 
declared surplus to the requirements of the Air Force in September 1945 and re- 
ported to War Assets Administration for disposal. As a result of a determina- 
tion that the installation could not be disposed of as airport property, the Air 
Force withdrew the installation from the category of surplus. All buildings and 
above ground salvageable improvements, other than runways, taxiways, and 
perimeter fencing were disposed of by War Assets Administration. Jurisdiction 
of the installation was assumed by the Air Materiel Command effective April 1, 
1949, and the installation has been held on an inactive status since that date. It 
has now been determined that there is no foreseeable current requirement for the 
Pampa Auxiliary Field No. 2. It is proposed to declare the property excess and 
request the Corps of Engineers to effect disposal as other than airport property 
through the General Services Administration in accordance with existing laws 
and regulations, and subject to rights of recapture by the Government. 

2. The installation is located approximately 6 miles south of Pampa in Gray 
County, Tex., and consists of 640 acres of land, more or less improved with 3 
runways, each 4,500 feet long. 

3. The Department of the Army and the Department of the Navy have ad- 
vised that they have no foreseeable need for this property and the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense has approved the proposed disposal subject to the rights of 
recapture by the Government and provisions preventing demolition of existing 
runways. 

4. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committees for the disposal 
herein outlined be granted. 


Mr. Ketitener. This project involves the declaration to the 
General Services Administration of Pampa Air Force Auxiliary Field 
No. 2, sometimes called Reeves Field, at Pampa, Tex. 

The field comprises 640 acres and the Government’s investment in 
it is $627,956. 

It was originally declared surplus in 1945. It was later withdrawn 
from surplus when it was found that it could not be disposed of as 
airport property. All buildings and salvageable improvements were 
disposed of by War Assets Administration. It has been under the 
jurisdiction of the Air Materiel Command and has been in an inactive 
status since 1949. The Department states that it has no foreseeable 
current requirement for this field and it proposes to request that it be 
disposed of as other than airport property, subject to recapture by 
the Government. It has 3 runways, each 4,500 feet long. 
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The Army and Navy bave no need for the property. It is proposed 
that in addition to retention of recapture rights in the Government, 
provision will be made preventing demolition of the existing runways. 

Mr. Harpy. What is the area of it? 

Mr. Ke.uirner. 640 acres, a section. 

Mr. Vinson. May I ask, Mr. Chairman: How much is the main- 
tenance cost? Any maintenance cost on it? 

Mr. Ke.tirxer. Can you answer that, Colonel? 

Colonel WAsHBoURNE. No, sir; it has not been maintained. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. All you have down there is the runways 
and 640 acres of ground. All the buildings are sold off. 

Colonel FrrepLANpeER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, is it any burden for the Department of the 
Air Force to keep it? 

Colonel FrrepLanprEr. No, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Now you see, you first declared it as surplus and 
then you took it back. You might change your mind again. It might 
be a good place later on to deport wetbacks from. It is not burdening 
you. What do you want to give it away for? You spent $600,000 
on it. 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Sir, the House Appropriations Committee 
has sent out a team to investigate our retention of land we were not 
using. We have to defend ourselves before that committee. 

Mr. Vinson. You are not asking any money for it? 

Colonel FrrepLaAnper. On 6 or 8 bases right now, and we are 
trying to dispose and get back on the tax rolls that property for which 
we have no requirement. 

Mr. Vinson. Allright. It is not costing the Government anything, 
is it? 

Colonel Friepitanper. In this particular case we are not spending 
anything. 

Mr. Vinson. Then, I don’t care what the Appropriations Committee 
is doing. From my viewpoint, there is no justification to sell it, just 
because you can sell it. Now how much would you get for it? What 
could it be used for? Is there any community you can give it to? 

Colonel FrrepLanper. Agricultural use primarily. The city has 
evinced an interest in it. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Will the runways have to be demolished to 
make it of any particular value for agricultural purposes? 

Colonel FriepLANpeEr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. The land is not so valuable from the agricultural 
standpoint. 

Mr. Harpy. That would give you a beautiful hedgerow around 
the field. You wouldn’t have to even keep it graded. 

Mr. Vinson. If the policy is going to be to sell property to get 
money in the miscellaneous funds and later on an emergency will 
arise and you have to buy them all back, it is a shortsighted policy. 
It is not going to cost the Government a penny for the Government 
to hold the property. We have millions of acres of public land and 
forest land. We might just as well go ahead and sell those things. 
We are not spending anything on it. Now wouldn't it be a nice 
picture for some commentator to say ‘“We spend $600,000 for an air- 
base and we sell it for $1,000.” 

Mr. CuNNINGHAM. Without objection, the subcommittee will 
recommend retention of it. 
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Mr. Vinson. Why certainly. 

Mr. Fisner. Mr. Chairman, let me ask a question or two. 

Mr. CunninGHam. Surely. 

Mr. Fisuer. I go along to a certain extent with that, but on the 
other hand, this business of the Federal Government holding on to 
land that they are never going to use I think is something that we 
ought to give a little thought to. What field did this auxiliary field 
serve when it was active? 

General WasHpourne. This is one of the auxiliaries to Pampa Air- 
field. The main airfield was about 5 miles northeast of town. This 
auxiliary is about 5 miles southwest of town. 

Mr. Fisner. How far is it from the nearest active Air Force base 
now, approximately? 

General WAsHBouRNE. It is about 50 miles down to Amarillo. 

Mr. Fisuer. It cannot and is not being used for an auxiliary field 
by the Air Force to any extent at this time; is that right? 

General WasHBourRNE. To no extent whatever. 

Mr. Fisner. To no extent whatever. Is there any plans now for 
the reactivation of the Pampa Air Force Base? 

General WasHBouRNE. NO, sir. 

Mr. Fisuer. Is it now your opinion, based upon your knowledge 
of the whole Air Force program, that it will never be reactivated in the 
foreseeable future? 

General WasHBouRNE. That is right. We have no plans—— 

Mr. FisHer. So you are sitting with a section of land out in that 
farming area with no possible use for it from now on, as far as you 
know, and it is off the tax rolls, the local school district cannot collect 
taxes on it, and you want to sell it. That is the situation. 

General WasHpourne. We are disposing of the Army airfield at 
Pampa, itself, in another action and it is logical to us to dispose of the 
auxiliary fields also. 

Mr. Vinson. How much would you get for it? 

General WasHpourne. Well, sir, as you say, if you keep the 
runways—— 

Mr. Vinson. What? 

General WasHpourne. If you keep the runways—and that is the 
condition under which we would have to dispose of it and have it 
recapturable for an airfield, you might realize let’s say $20 an acre 
for 6 sections; $15,000 at the outside. 

Mr. Vinson. And would you sell the mineral rights? Have you the 
mineral rights to the land? It may be like the field we had down in 
Oklahoma. We were getting ready to abandon the field and we 
brought in an oil well down on the field. 

General WasHsourne. That land is in an oil-producing region. 

Mr. Vinson. Of course it is. Now it is not costing anything to 
keep it. Let’s don’t be in too big a hurry to give it away. Let’s 
keep some of these things. 

Mr. Cunninauam. Mr. Bates. 

Mr: Bates. Mr. Chairman, we have been sitting here now for 2 days 
buying back a lot of land that we sold back in 1946. Now it appears 
to me that in view of world conditions today we ought to sort of hold 
onto these things. 

Mr. Vinson. Certainly. 

' i Bares. At least until the situation internationally clarifies 
itself, 
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Now, Colonel, I would like to ask you: Have you tried to lease this? 
You say it is valuable agricultural land. Have you tried to lease this 
as you have in other instances? 

olonel FrrepLANpER. Yes, this has from time to time been out- 
leased. I don’t know whether it is for grazing today or not. 

Mr. Bares. It seems to me since it is not costing you any money, 
as Mr. Vinson says, and since it is good agricultural land and since 
there might be a need for it—of course we have heard many times 
before there is no need for property and the next year we buy the stuff 
back. 

Mr. Ketiener. This is recapturable, Mr. Bates, if that would 
change your feeling. 

Mr. Bares. But you would have to pay the price. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

Mr. Bares. I second the motion, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Without objection, we recommend the dis- 
approval of this pagers, 


‘4 Mr. Ketiener. The last project is Air Force disposal project 
vo. 4. 
(The project referred to is as follows:) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE 
DisposaL Prosecr No. 4 
Submitted pursuant to Public Law 155, 82d Congress 


Name of installation: (Portion) Hobbs Air Force Base, Hobbs, N. Mex. 

Using service: Department of the Air Force. 

Former use: This, the ordnance area, was retained for the use of the New Mexico 
Ground National Guard when the entire installation was declared surplus on 
May 1, 1948. 

Area: 26.57 acres, more or less. 

Estimated acquisition cost: $90,310. 

1. The land and improvements covered by this report have been utilized by the 
New Mexico Ground National Guard since March 24, 1948, under a license 
dated April 13, 1948. The license was terminated June 9, 1952, at the request 
of the National Guard. There is no further defense requirement for the property. 

2. The Hobbs Air Force Base was comprised of 3,094.95 acres of fee-owned land 
and 7 acres of lesser interests. On May 18, 1948, 2,651.34 acres of free-owned 
land and 7 acres of lesser interets, together with the improvements thereon, were: 
reported to the War Assets Administration for disposal. The War Assets Admin- 
istration conveyed the land and improvements to the city of Hobbs, N. Mex., by 
quitclaim deed on December 23, 1948. The remaining 443.61 acres of fee-owned 
land, together with the improvements thereon, were retained for continued 
military use. Subsequently 417.04 acres of the 443.6 acres retained became 
excess to requirements and were reported to the General Services Administration 
on July 15, 1950, on which date the property was simultaneously conveyed by the 
General Services Administration to the city of Hobbs, N. Mex., by quitclaim 
deed. The remaining 26.57 acres, together with the improvements thereon, is 
the subject covered in this report. This area was known as the ordnance area 
and for safety reasons was located in an isolated portion of the original air base 
and completely fenced off. There is located in the area one 20 by 100 foot store- 
house, one 33 foot 3 inch by 97 foot 4 inch ammunition assembly and main- 
tenance shop, one 20 foot 7 inch by 10 foot underground magazine, two 27 foot 
4 inch by 60 foot 4 inch underground magazines, one 20 by 60 foot small-arms 
building, and short segments of water, gas, and electrical service lines. In 
addition to the 26.57 acres owned in fee, there is an easement deed which was 
acquired by the War Assets Administration from the city of Hobbs, N. Mex., 
providing ingress and egress to the subject area. 

3. The Department of the Army and Navy have advised that they have no 
forseeable requirement for this property. It is therefore proposed to declare the 
property excess_and_ request the Corps of Engineers to_effect the disposal through 
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General Services Administration who will negotiate the disposal in accordance 
with existing laws and regulations. Subject to approval of the committees, 
recommendations will be made to General Services Administration that disposal 
be subject to recapture by the Government, since the Air Force has a requirement 
for the Hobbs Air Force Base in support of the joint air base utilization plan. 

4. It is respectfully requested that approval of the committees for the disposal 
herein outlined be granted. 

This project involves the declaration to the General Services 
Administration of a portion of Hobbs Air Force Base, Hobbs, N. Mex. 
The area to be disposed of comprises 26.57 acres and the Government’s 
investment in the area is estimated to be $90,310. This area has been 
utilized by the New Mexico Ground National Guard since early in 
1948. That license has been terminated at the request of the National 
Guard. 

Hobbs originally comprised about 3,100 acres. In May 1948, 2,651 
acres, together with the improvements thereon, were reported to War 
Assets Administration for disposal. 

War Assets conveyed this area and the improvements to the city 
of Hobbs in December 1948. The remaining 443 acres with improve- 
ments were retained for military use. 

Subsequently, 417 of the 443 acres were reported to GSA and GSA 
conveyed the property to the city of Hobbs. The acreage which is 
the subject of this project is known as the ordnance area and for 
safety reasons was located in an isolated portion of the air base. 
There still remains the following improvements: a 20- by 100-foot 
storehouse; a 33- by 97-foot shop; a 20- by 10-foot underground 
magazine, two 27- by 60-foot magazines, one 20- by 60-foot small- 
arms building, and short segments of water, gas, and electrical service 
lines. 

The Army and Navy have stated that they have no requirement for 
the property. The Air Force proposes to recommend to GSA that 
disposal be subject to recapture by the Government, since the Air 
Force has a requirement for this base in support of the joint airbase 
utilization plan. 

Mr. CunninaHam. Any questions? 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, that falls exactly in the same category, 
as to the cost of maintenance. Now, this is sort of an ammuintion 
dump, isn’t it? 

General WasHBouRNE. There will be some maintenance necessary, 
Mr. Vinson, when the National Guard moves out. We ought to keep 
the buildings secure from vandalism. 

Mr. Vinson. All right; how much do we get for this property now? 
There can’t be much of a market value from the type of bwidings you 
have on it, out in an isolated region. 

General WasHBourNE. We don’t expect the city of Hobbs to pay 
very much for it. It is an attempt to put this piece of land back in 
the same status as the rest of the airport and used by the city of Hobbs 
and subject to recapture for mobilization. 

Mr. Vinson. Did you give the other portion of the field to the city? 

General WasHBouRNE. Yes, sir. It was disposed of to the city. 

Mr. Vinson. Why wouldn’t it be better to just give them this? 

General WasHsourne. That is the proposal. 

Mr. Vinson. Instead of trying to sell it and get such a small price 
for it, that there would be a good deal of criticism about it, with the 
investment you have on it. 
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General Wasupourne. They would accept it and maintain it on 
the same basis as the rest of the airport. 

Mr. Harpy. In other words, that is contemplated, that this would 
go to the city of Hobbs? 

General WasHBOURNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Along with the rest of it? 

General WasHBOURNE. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. I recommend favorable action, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. CunninGHam. There would be a recapture clause that you 
could get it in an emergency? 

General WasHsourNe. That is correct. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Without objection, it will be favorably recom- 
mended to the main committee. 

Mr. Keviener. That is the last project, sir. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Then we will meet on Friday of next week, at 
10 o’clock. 

Mr. Ketiener. All right, sir. 

(Whereupon, at 11:12 a. m., the committee adjourned.) 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
Washington, D. C., Monday, April 20, 1958. 

(The committee met at 10 a, m., the Honorable Dewey Short, chair- 
man of the committee, presiding.) 

The CHarrMAN. Before we open hearings on extension of the 
Doctors Draft Act, so-called, 1 would like Mr. Cunningham, the 
gentleman from Iowa, chairman of the Special Subcommittee on 
Acquisitions and Disposals, to give his report at this time. I don’t 
think it will take him long. And then Mr. Kelleher, our counsel, 
who has werked in conjunction with this subcommittee, might want 
to add a word or two. Mr. Cunningham, the committee will be glad 
to hear the findings of your subcommittee and the projects you 
considered. 

Mr. CunninGcHam. Mr. Chairman, I first desire to read a prepared 
statement in regard to project No. 121, which was the one highly 
controversial measure before your subcommittee. 

Mr. Chairman, your Real Estate Subcommittee held 2 days of 
hearings with respect to “Air Force acquisition project No. 121.” 

The project as submitted by the Air Force requested the concur- 
rence of the committee in the acquisition of the Consolidated Vultee 
plant in San Diego, Calif., for $5 million. Briefly, the background of 
this installation is this: The Government built this plant during World 
War II for about $11 million. After the war, it was declared surplus 
and finally sold for about $1,200,000. Most of the property was 
purchased by one individual for $1,050,000. He subsequently sold 
off a few of the buildings for $3 million approximately. 

Consolidated Vultee now leases this property itself as a contractor 
for the Air Force, but because it has been unable to negotiate with the 
owners with respect to future rentals the Air Force wanted to buy it. 
New appraisals are now being made by both the Government and the 
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owner. The owner stated when he was before the committee that he 
expects his appraisal to approximate $15 million. In view of this 
and all the other circumstances in this case, the subcommittee feels 
that (1) only a leasehold should be acquired, since the Air Force’s use 
will probably not extend beyond 5 years, and (2) that the leasehold 
should be acquired only by condemnation. 

I recommend this action, Mr. Chairman, to the full committee. 
But, before discussion and vote, I think I should make a little brief 
explanation. 

As was stated, this cost the Government about $11 million during 
World War II and the major portion of it was subsequently sold to 
the present owner, who was dealing with Consolidated Vultee, for 
$1,050,000. Within a few years after purchase by him, he sold part 
of this for approximately $3 million, retaining about 80 percent of it, 
agian which he now owns and is leasing to Consolidated 

ultee. 

The CuHarrMan. Had the individual owner made any expenditures 
or gone to expense after the acquisition? 

Mr. CunninaHam. Testimony doesn’t show that he made any to 
any extent. He was before the committee—in fact, we held 2 days’ 
hearings on it, and the assistant assessor for the city of San Diego was 
here and testified as to values, which are in the hearings. With 
respect to the 3 million dollars’ worth that he sold, in practically all 
cases he gave a straight deed with no cash consideration at the time, 
but took back a trust deed or a mortgage for the full purchase price. 
His testimony showed that several hundred thousand dollars has been 
paid him on one of these mortgages or trust deeds subsequent to 
the sale. 

The question arose and was considered by your subcommittee as 
to whether or not these sales, in view of the nature of them, were 
really paper transactions or bona fide transactions and might have 
been made for the purpose of establishing a higher market value at 
the present time for the sale of the entire plant. 

Then that posed this problem to your subcommittee: Should it 
approve the Air Force’s request to endeavor to purchase this for 
$5 million upward or resort to condemnation. The committee 
concluded that the proper way for the protection of the taxpayers 
and the services was to recommend condemnation. 

The next question was: Should we recommend condemnation of 
the fee or condemnation of the present leasehold of Consolidated 
Vultee where the Government is paying rental indirectly through the 
cost-plus-fee contract with Consolidated Vultee. 

It was the unanimous opinion and decision of the subcommittee 
that we should direct the Air Force to acquire it by condemnation 
of the leasehold only. 

Now, I think it is fair to state at that time that our information is 
that the Senate subcommittee or Senate full committee, acting on 
the same matter, has also recommended that they proceed to acquire 
by condemnation either the leasehold or the fee, leaving that discre- 
tionary in the Air Force. We felt that was very dangerous in view 
of these paper transactions and the possibility that a jury might 
award a larger amount, upward toward $15 million; and, once that 
was done, our hands would be tied. 
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Therefore, we restricted it only to the authorization for condemna- 
; tion of the leasehold and not the fee proper. 
. Now, if there are no questions, I move the approval of the sub- 
committee report. 

) The Cuarrman. Is there any other member of the subcommittee 


who would like to be heard? 

Mr. Kiupay. Mr. Chairman. 

I sat on this subcommittee in place of Mr. Vinson and I agree 
entirely with the report that Mr. Cunningham has made. The 
transactions—— 

The CuarrMan. Was your report unanimous, the subcommittee’s 
report? 

Mr. Kiupay. I’m sure it was. These transactions that were had 
with church organizations, and what not, don’t look exactly right. 
pinay likely they were for the purpose of showing increased value ‘and 

also they permitted the present owner to take a capital gain on his 
income, rather than paying income tax onrent. It is highly significant 
that the rent is somewhat coordinated with the payments under his 
mortgage. So there is some sort of kiting of title that I agree the 
courts should pass on. 

No administrative agency should have to take the responsibility in 
my opinion of determining what should be done here. It should go 
to court and let the court decide. 

The Cuatrman. Does your counsel have anything to add? 

Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Kewtiener. No, sir. I think Mr. Cunningham has stated it 
fully. It was a unanimous report by the subcommittee. 

The Cuarrman. I might say that I sat in on the hearings on one 
day, and I feel all members of this committee are indebted to the 
gentleman from Iowa, and all the members of the subcommittee who 
listened most attentively and went into the matter quite thoroughly 
and I think fairly. If there is no objection to the motion of the 
gentleman from lowa, the unanimous recommendation of the sub- 
committee will be adopted by the full committee. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, in addition to the matter 
already reported, your subcommittee considered 16—— 

The CuarrMan. Well, it is so ordered. There is no objection. So 
the subcommittee’s recommendation is approved. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. The subcommittee considered 16 other projects, 
of which it recommends approval of 13, of which one it approves 
conditionally; and it disapproved 2 projec ts; and deferred action on 
1 awaiting some additional information and further reports. 

Mr. Kelleher will now present these 16 acquisition projects in 
their order. 

Mr. Kelleher. 

Mr. Kewtiener. The recommendations of the subcommittee are 
that the following projects be approved. Navy No. 70R, which 
involves the acquisition of 155 acres for $35,750 at the Naval Training 
Center, Bainbridge, Md. 

Navy No. 78, ‘the ac quisition of approximately 26 miles of right- 
of-way for $40,000 for the enlargement of the aqueduct from the ‘San 
: Jacinto Tunnel to the San Vincento Reservoir in San Diego County. 

Navy No. 81, transfer from the Army to the Navy of certain harbor 
defense facilities at San Diego, Calif. 
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Navy No. 83. This is a transfer from the Army to the Navy of 
the Hawkins Point terminal facilities, Baltimore, Md., and the 
subsequent outleasing of them to the B. & O. Railroad. 

Air Force acquisition No. 127. This is for the acquisition of 11 
acres of land for $82,600 at Ent Air Force Base, Colo. In connection 
with this project the subcommittee recommends that the chairman 
of the full committee write to the Air Force indicating disapproval 
of the erection of semipermanent concrete structures on land which 
is occupied only under a lease. 

Air Force No. 128, the acquisition of 346 acres for $53,200 at 
Westover Air Force Base, Mass. 

Air Foree No. 131 involves the transfer from the Navy to the Air 
Force of the Bunker Hill Naval Air Station at Peru, Ind. 

Air Force No. 132 is for the acquisition of 50 acres in fee and 104 
acres in avigation easements for $117,000 at Laurence G. Hanscom 
Field, Bedford, Mass. 

Air Force No. 133 involves the acquisition of 65 acres for $110,000 
at Goodfellow Air Force Base, San Angelo, Tex. This project was 
approved with a limitation as to price. 

Unnumbered project of the Air Force is for the acquisition of a 
perpetual easement on 4 acres of land for $6,350 for the laying of a 
cane line in connection with the joint long-range proving ground in 

‘lorida. 

Army disposal No. 6, this is for the disposal of 92 acres on which are 
located 2,400 feet of runway at the Cleveland Tank Plant, Ohio. 

Air Force disposal No. 4. This is a project for the disposal of 
26.57 acres of land at Hobbs Air Force Base, N. Mex. 

Naval disposal No. 14 is for an outleasing of a portion of the Naval 
Industrial Reserve Shipyard at Tampa, Fla., for $43,000. 

Your Real Estate Subcommittee deferred action on Navy disposal 
project No. 15 awaiting further detailed information. This involved 
a half acre of land at Dorchester, Mass., which cost $50,000 in 1920. 

Air Force project No. 126, which involves the acquisition of 26 acres 
of land and improvements thereon at an estimated cost of $334,500, 
at Wolters Air Force Base, Tex., was disapproved by the Subcom- 
mittee on the principal basis that the authority for the acquisition was 
at least doubtful. The subcommittee suggested to the Air Force that 
this acquisition be an item in its next sia» Nagel a bill. 

The Real Estate Subcommittee disapproved also Air Force disposal 
project No. 3 which involved the disposal of Pampa Auxiliary No. 2, 
sometimes called Reeves Field, at Pampa, Tex. There are 3 runways 
on this installation, each 4,500 feet long. There are no other im- 
provements and no funds are being expended for maintenance. 

Your subcommittee recommends the foregoing actions to the full 
committee. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, may I say the subcommittee had a 
hearing on each one of these separate acquisitions and disposals. 
The testimony was taken, which is recorded. I think the recom- 
mendation of the subcommittee in each case is sound and warranted 
by the facts and circumstances. 

Therefore, I concur in the recommendation of our distinguished 
chairman, the gentleman from Iowa. 

Mr. Cunnineuam. Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the 
report. 
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Mr. SHarer. Second the motion. 

The Cuarrman. It has been moved and seconded we adopt the 
report. All in favor, say ‘‘aye.”” Opposed ‘‘no.”’ The report is 
unanimously adopted. 

Mr. CunnincHam. Your subcommittee has pending three con- 
troversial projects in which testimony will have to be taken and we 
propose to meet on Friday morning at 10 o’clock this week, the first 
day we can get the committee room, and continue through until we 
finish on those. 

The CHarrMan. I want to say to the gentleman he will have to 
change his time, because we are going to meet every morning at 10 
o’clock until we finish this bill. 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Kelleher, you will have to arrange another 
meeting date. 

Mr. Durnam. Will the chairman name those projects, if he cares to? 

Mr. Cunnincuam. Mr. Kelleher can name them to you. I 
haven’t them before me. 

Mr. Ketiener. Theodore, Ala., the ammunition outloading facility 
there. 

Plattsburgh Air Force Base. Bluebonnet Ordnance in Texas. 
About three of them. There are, of course, some others, too. 

The CuarrMan. Plattsburgh is still with us? 

Mr. Kewieuer. Yes, sir. I understand it hasn’t been quite un- 
frozen, but is about to be. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I ask, if it is permissible, that Mr. 
Kilday be designated a member on this subcommittee, due to the 
fact that it might not be possible for me to be here. When I am not 
here, I would ask that Mr. Kilday serve in my place. 

The CuHarrmMan. Without objection, I am sure it is satisfactory 
to all of us. 

(The following was submitted for the record:) 


Report To Reat Estate SuBCOMMITTEE OF ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE IN 
REGARD TO ACQUISITION OF CoNVAIR PLANT 2 


I have asked for the opportunity to make a brief report on the proposed acquisi- 
tion by the Air Force of Convair plant 2 in San Diego, Calif. This plant is a part 
of the Consolidated Vultee aircraft plant, which is San Diego’s largest industry. 
As such it is naturally of great interest to me, as Congressman from San Diego. 

Plant 2 was built in World War II, more or less as an extension of Convair’s 
original plant in San Diego. It is approximately equal in size to the main Convair 
plant. It was built at the cost of approximately $12,000,000, and was used 
approximately 3 years for a production of aircraft during the latter part of the 
war. 

It is vitally needed by Convair to produce the F-102 Delta Wing Interceptor, 
which is an important factor in America’s defense against possible atomic attack. 
Convair and the Air Force need the plant immediately. They have attempted in 
the past to negotiate with the present owner but have found it difficult, if not 
almost impossible, to deal with the present owner. Convair officials say they 
need the plant because several million dollars worth of equipment is on the site 
or on the way from all over the country. Much of it is being stacked outdoors 
awaiting the decision by the Air Force. 

There is a wide variation in estimates of the valuation of the plant. The Air 
Force says that it is worth $5 million. The owner says it is worth $15 million. 
The county assessor’s office of San--Diego, which has been a pretty reliable barom- 
eter of real estate, assesses the plant at $3,400,000, and figures that that is roughly 
35 percent of its actual value, which would bring it,up to somewhere near $10 
million actual value today. It is my opinion the assessor’s figure is perhaps 
closest to the actual value of the plant. The plant was purchased by the present 
owner as “a white elephant” after World War II for $1,000,050 and for years after 
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the purchase it was doubtful whether the owner would be able to complete the 
payments on it. However, the international situation accounts for its present 
value today. 

I am speaking very frankly on this matter because I believe the committee is 
entitled to the background of the facts of the matter. Convair seems to be on the 
hook in dealing with the present owner. He is a very shrewd dealer and “upped”’ 
the private leases which Convair had taken on various buildings of the plant until 
today some of the leases are bringing approximately 12 cents a foot, which every- 
one agrees is out of line. Convair would prefer, I believe, to deal with the indi- 
vidual on private terms. But, unfortunately, they do not have the power to 
condemn the plant or threaten condemnation, and, therefore, they do not have the 
bargaining power that is necessary. In desperation, in my opinion, they have 
asked the Air Force to acquire control of the plant for them, so they will not have 
to deal with the present owner. 

Considering the best interests of the county and of the people of San Diego, I 
believe the Air Force should lease rather than buy the plant. It is inconceivable 
to me that the new administration, when it has an opportunity to lease any prop- 
erty, would rather acquire it in fee simple. The Air Force seems to be pursuing 
only the idea of purchasing, rather than of leasing. These are reasons why I 
believe a lease is indicated: 

(1) The Air Force says that it needs the plant for 5% years. Only time will 
tell if this estimate is correct. Originally the plant was built for use over a long 
period of time, but it actually was used only 3 years. 

(2) No capital investment will be required for the Air Force to lease this prop- 
erty. It is probable that the only way this property can be acquired, either by 
lease or purchase, is through condemnation by the courts. 

(3) If the plant is condemned it seems logical that the court will set a lease 
figure at the historic rate of 10 percent per year of the value. This means that the 
cost to the Government over the 5% year period of the lease will be approximately 
one-half of the capital investment that would be needed to purchase the plant. 

(4) The loss of taxes to the community must be considered, if the Air Force 
purchases the plant. This means some $180,000 per year, which under a lease 
would be paid by the owner. It is conceivable that if the Air Force purchases the 
plant some arrangement for in lieu payments would be made, which would add 
to the ultimate cost to the Government. 

(5) ‘The availability of the plant after termination of the contract must be 
considered, San Diego is geared to the present war economy. We had a serious 
unemployment situation after World War II when the aircraft plants closed down. 
Plant 2 sat for several years gathering dust when it could have been divided into 
smalier units and used for light manufacturing, which would have helped to ease 
the shock of postwar unemployment. It is conceivable that if the Air Force owns 
the plant it will again be idle for months or years at a crucial time, when new 
industries are needed to replace the war industries. If the property were leased 
the Government would be able to step out of the program quickly and make the 
plant available for smaller industries. 

In summary I should like to say that time is of the essence. Convair must get 
under way on this vital contract. Moving the plant to another location would 
mean a delay of 6 months or more, a delay which might be disastrous in case of 
attack. The inability of the present owner to show a reasonable attitude in 
dealing with the Air Force seems to indicate the necessity for condemnation pro- 
ceedings. However, it is my suggestion that the Air Force immediately be given 
permission to deal with the owner on a lease basis, at what they think is a reason- 
able figure. In case of failure to negotiate such a lease, the Air Force should be 
given the authority to immediately condemn a leasehold interest in the property, 
with a yearly renewal clause which will give the Air Force the opportunity to get 
out of the contract if world conditions change. 

Regardless of the opinions we may have of the present owner, it is a fact that he 
legally owns the property, that the Government needs the property, that Convair 
cannot deal in its own rights with the owner, and that the Air Force can step in 
and condemn a lease on behalf of Convair for immediate use. I shall appreciate 
the committee’s serious consideration of these recommendations. 

Bos Witson, Member of Congress. 


